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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

This report presents information pertinent to the second grade
phase of the Cooperative Research Program in Primary Reading Instructionmn.
afrrmation about the first grade phase of the study was presented in an

vov. ler report.¥

The first grade phase of the study was designed to obtain informa-
tion relevant to three questions: (1) To what extent are various pupil,
teacher, class, school, and community characteristics related to pupil
achievement in first grade reading and spelling? (2) Wwhich of the many
approaches to initial reading instruction produces superior reading and
spelling achievement at the end of the first grade? (3) Is any program
uniquely effective or ineffective for pupils with high or low read iness

for reading?

The second grade phase of the study, vhich serves as the basis for
this report, was concerned primarily with three questions: (1) To
what extent are various pupil characteristics related to pupil achieve-
ment in reading, spelling, and language skills at the end of the second
grade? (2) How do I.T.A., Linguistic, Language Experience, and Phonic/
Linguistic programs compare in effectiveness with Basal programs at the
end of the second grade? (3) that is the relative influence on second
grade achievement of the project in which a pupil learns to read and the
method and/or materials which comprise the instruct ional program?

Rationale

The rationale for the overall Cooperative Research Program in First
Grade Reading Instruction was presented in the report of the first grade

phase of the study:

Every year hundreds of thousands of children begin the
complex task of learning to read. For most chiidren growth
in reading is a successful undertaking. For many, however,
the progress is slow, and for others learning to read appears
to be an unobtainable accomplishment. There is a continuous
gsearch for new ways to teach reading which vill prevent the
difficulties these children encounter, thereby, enabling all

* Bond, Guy L. and Robert Dykstra. "Final Report of the Coordinating
Center for First-Grade Reading Instruction,” U.S.0.E. Project X-001,
Minneapolis: University of Mimnesota, 1967.
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children to become successful readers. Moreover, even for
those children who have apparent success in learning to read,
there is always the question of whether or not a different
approach wuld have enabled them to become even more mature
and diversified readers.

In recent years there have been suggested many new
approaches to reading instruction. There have also been
many questions raised about current methods of teaching
reading. In fact, the teaching of beginning reading has
been and continues to be a popular subject for debate among
reading experts and the general public alike. Even though
a great deal of research has been devoted to the problem,
there are still a number of controversies concerning instruc-
tional procedures in beginning reading. lMany new approaches
to initial instruction have been formulated and implemented
but have not been subjected to comparative research to any
extent. Furthermore, most of the research has been conducted
in a piece-meal fashion by independent investigators. As a
result, comparisons among the individual studies have been
difficult for a number of reasons:

1. Independent investigators have used different tests
to measure reading readiness and reading achieve-
ment. Norming ponulations for the various tests
may be quite different and as a result it is
difficult to compare achievement of pupils whose
reading ability has been assessed by different
instruments.

2. The extent to which investigators have assessed
and/or controlled such factors as experiential
background of children, class size, teacher com-
petence, enthusiasm for the teaching method employed
and other such variables has varied from study to

== =
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study.

= 3. Research designs and methods of statistical amalysis
have varied from study to study.

- 4. Evaluation of post-instructional reading ability has

been incomplete and inappropriate.

5. Experimental guidelines such as length of instruc-

L tional period have varied considerably in indepen-
dent investigations. Furthermore, the length of
some experimental periods has teen inadequate for
demonstrating long-range effects of approaches to
initial reading instruction.

6. Methods, materials, and experimental populations have
not been adequately described in order to make com-
parisons between studies possible.




The Cooperative Research Studies in First-Grade Reading
Instruction were designed to overcome many of the difficulties
listed. The unique contribution of tuis research program was
its provision for coordination of a number of individual read-
ing studies, thereby making possible the exploration of the
relative effects on early reading growth of various approaches
to initial reading instruction under similar experimentai
conditions.

Follow-up studies were conducted in many of the projects to assess
the relative effectiveness of programs after two years of instruction.
Assessing achievement at the end of the second grade made possible the
determination of whether or not those programs wvhich were superior in
pupil achievement after one year of instruction maintained this super-
jority after a second year in the program. Pacing of vocabulary varies
so much in first grade materials that differential achievement (especially
wrd recognition) in programs at the end of the first grade may be
largely a result of differential pacing. Therefore evaluation of achieve-
ment at the end of the second grade is of considerable interest.

Assessment of second grade achievement in the various programs was
important for another reason. At the end of the first grade, many
children who were taught in Initial Teaching Alphabet programs had not
yet made the transition to tradicional orthography. Therefore, evalu-
ating their ability to read in traditional orthography at the end of
the first grade was a questionable procedure. However, almost all of
these pupils made the transition before the end of the second grade and
a more valid assessment of their reading ability could be made.

it was likewise considered importamt to gather second grade data
on pupils in the Linguistic and Phonic/Linguistic programs. Each of
these programs controls vocabulary initially on the basis of sound-
symbol correspondences. As a result, early instruction in reading
utilizes only regularly represented words, those which have consistent
sound-symbol relationships. Primary reading tests, however, often
select vocabulary from lists of high frequency wrds, words selected
not on the basis of their phoneme-grapheme correspondences but on the
basis of their frequency of use in speaking and writing. The typical
basal reading program utilizes these same lists of high frequency words
and as a result the tests are more likely to be valid with respect to
a basal reading program than a Linguistic program. However, by the end
of the second grade most of the pupil-~ in a "]inguistic" series will
have been introduced to the more irregular patterns and therefore pupils
will more likely have been introduced to vocabulary utilized in a read-
ing test. The results of the investigation presented in this report
should give considerable information about the relative effectiveness of
I.T.A., Language Experience, Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic programs
as compared with traditional Basal readers.
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Background

A group of reading research experts met at Syracuse University in
1959 to discuss ways to improve the quality of research in the field
of reading. The participants were members of the Committee on Needed
Research in Reading which was established by the National Conference
on Research in English. This group concluded that the prctlems of
beginning reading instruction should receive first priority.

In 1960 a second conference was held at the University of Chicago
for the purpose of establishing guidelines for conducting a large-scale
investigation of initial reading instruction. Plans were drawn for a
cooperative research venture if support for the program could be ob-
tained. In 1963 the Cooperative Research Branch of the U.S. Office of
Education indicated its willingness to provide financial support and
invited proposals dealing with primary reading instructionm.

In 1964 another meeting of reading researchers was held at the
University of Chicago. This meeting had as its goal the formulation of
recommendations concerning the cooperative research program. Among
other things participants recommended the establishment of a coordin-
ating center which would facilitate communication among projects which
were going to take part in the study.

The Coordinating Center for the Cooperative Research Program in
{1 First Grade Reading Instruction was established at the University of
Minnesota in 1964. Furthermore, twenty-seven projects were selected
for support by the U.S. Office of Education out of seventy-six pro-
L posals which were submitted. The projects were selected on the basis
of their individual merit as self contained studies but each project ,
director also agreed to abide by common standards regarding experi- ]
mental procedures and data collection. A brief description of each
[: cooperating project in the first grade is presented ir the iinal

report of the project.

year of investigation. In addition, two more of the first grade pro-
jects, although not funded by the U.S. Office of Education for a
-I} follow-up, obtained funds elsevhere and made their data available to
the Coordinating Center for analysis at the end of the second grade.
A description of these fifteen projects is presented in Chapter III.
) The Coordinating Center, therefore, collected complete data on each
[ of the pupils involved in fifteen different projects scattered around
the country. Data include measures of readiness for reading, first
X grade achievement in reading, spelling, and related language skills,
[ and second grade achievement in these same areas. In addition, a
great deal of information about teachers of these pupils, the class-
rooms and schools in which they were enrolled, and the communities in
vhich they lived is also available in the final report of the first

grade study.

E[l Thirteen of the twenty-seven projects were funded for a second
E
|
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Organization of the Report

A brief summary of findings from the first-grade study is presented
in Chapter II. Chapter III presents an overview of each project which
participated in both the first grade and second grade phases of the
study. A discussion of experimental procedures is presented in Chapter
IV. Chapter V reports correlation relationships between reading readi-
ness scores and second grade achievement as well as between first grade
and second grade achievement in reading, spelling, and related language
skill. The analysis of various reading programs is reported in Chapter
VI. An analysis designed to compare the relative influence of instruc-
tional materials and the school system in determining the reading
ability of second grade pupils is presented in Chapter VII. Chapter
VIII reports a summary of the study and the conclusions. Descriptive
data and tables not directly relevant to the discussion are presented
in the appendices to this report.
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ing Alphabet, various phonic methods, linguistic methods, individual-
ized methods, and language experience approaches. The review also
discusses sex differences in reading. Rather than to repeat the re-
view of the literature in this repcrt, the results of the first grade
phase of the Cooperative Research Program in First Grade Reading will
be presented. This will make possible a comparison of the relative
effectiveness of a program after the first grade and after the second
year of instruction. In the discussion of first grade results which
follows, the effectiveness of each of the innovative programs will be
compared with the effectiveness of the more typical basal program
utilized in the same project. The discussion will center in turn on
a comparison of I.T.A. and Basal programs, Basal programs supplemented
with phonics materials and Basal programs alone, Language Experience
approaches and Basal programs, Linguistic programs and Basal programs,
and Phonic/Linguistic and Basal programs.

Information is also presented concerning the relative influence on
pupil achievement in the first grade of instructional methodology or
materials and the school system in vhich a child receives instruction.
Ia this analysis, each treatment within each individual project was
considered a separate treatment and -the means for each treatment were
ranked, The means were studied to determine (1) vhether or not similar
treatments such as I.T.A. resulted in similar achievement across pro-
jects or (2) whether or not all treatments within a given project were
similar.

One other purpose of the first grade study was to determine vhether
or not the various primary reading programs were especially effective or
ineffective for pupils with varying degrees of auditory discrimination,
intelligence, or letter knowledge. Findings pertinent to this aspect

Chapter I1

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A comprehensive review of studies dealing with instruction in
methodology in primary grade reading is presented in the review of the
literature section of the fina: report of the first grade phase of
this project. The review reports studies involving the Initial Teach-
; of the study are also presented in the summary.

-

The section whick follows also presents the findings of a correla-
tion analysis. The first grade study assessed the relationships be~-
- tween measures of reading readiness and measures of achievement in
first grade reading and spelling. Relationships were also assessed
between word recognition tests of high-frequency words and phonetically
regular words and between tests of word recognition and reading

comprehension.
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The summary of the first grade study also discusses general findings
concerning sex differences in readiness and achievement. A great deal of
information is provided about the relative learning ability of first
grade boys and girls. Information is also presented about project dif-
erences in pupil readiness and pupil achievement.

Results of the First Grade Phase
of the Cooperative Research Program

This .study was designed to obtain information relevant to three
basic questions. (1) To what extent are various pupil, teacher, class,
school, and community characteristics realted to pupil achievement in
first grade reading and spelling? (2) Wwhich of the many approaches to
initial reading instruction produces superior reading and spelling
achievement at the end of the first grade? (3) Is any program uniqucly
effective or ineffective for pupils with high or low readiness for reading?

Analysis of Relationships

The findings of the investigation relevant to question one can be

summarized as follows:
(1) The single best predictor of first grade reading success among the
premeasures used in this investigation was the Murphy-Durrell Letter
Names Test. This test correlated between .52 and .60 with both the
Stanford Word Reading and Stanford Paragraph Meaning subtests for each
of the six treatments used in the investigatiom.
(2) The Murphy-Durrell Phonemes and the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test
also correlated relatively well with the criterion measures. Each of
these tests correlated .40 or greater with both the Word Reading and
Paragraph Meaning subtests for each of the six treatments.
(3) The other readiness tests used in this study correlated positively
with the reading measures but to a smaller extent. Correlations with _
reading were usually .40 or less for these premeasures. ;
(4) For the subtests with the best predictive ability (Letter Names, ~
Phouemes, Pintner-Cunningham) there was little evidence of differential
prediction of reading success in the programs used in this study.
Correlations between these premeasures and reading were very similar
for pupils in the Basal, I.T.A., Basal plus Phonics, Language Experience, i
Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic groups.
(5) A correlation coefficient of .86 was found between the Fry Test 1
of Phonetically Regular Words and the Gates Word Pronunciation Test
for the Basal treatment. Each of these tests was administered
\ individually to a sample but they differed in the degree to vhich

words were controlled on the basis of sound-symbol regularity. The )
Fry Test consisted of words with high regularity while the Gates ,
3 Test consisted of words selected on the basis of frequency of usage 5
with no control of sound-symbol relationship. Furthermore, the Word
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Reading subtest from the group-administered Stanford Achievement Test
correlated .72 with the Fry Word List and .78 with the Gates Word
Pronunciation Test for the Basal group. Correlations for the treat-
ments other than Basal were very similar.

(6) For the range of class sizes reported in this study there was a
negligible correlation between class size and reading achievement. 1
Furthermore, in this study pupil absence and child age were negatively
related to the various reading measures. However, these correlations
were also negligible with the largest of them being =~.22.

(7) The total experience of teachers correlated between .24 and .34
with the five Stanford Ac! ‘evement measures. Teacher experience in
the first grade correlate. between .20 and .30 with the same measures.
A rating of general overall teacher efficiency correlated between .10
and .22 with the five achievement measures.

(8) The accuracy score on the Gilmore Oral Reading Test correlated
between .81 and .90 with the Gates Word Pronunciation Test for the
various reading programs. 1
(9) The Stanfoxrd Word Reading Test, a measure of word recognition,
and the Stanford Paragraph Meaning Test, a measure of comprehension,
correlated between .71 and .83 for the various programs.

Analysis of Methodology

The relative effectiveness of the various instructional programs
utilized in this investigation was evaluated in two different ways.
The major technique was to compare various non-basal programs with
basal programs used in the same project. The newer experimental pro-
grams were thereby evaluated by comparing their relative eiiectiveness
with that of th«: well~known basal reading programs. This analysis
was considered the appropriate one to be used in the study. However,
an analysis was also conducted whereby each treatment within each
project was compared with all the other treatments in all of the
other projects. In this latter analysis, pupil differences in readi-
ness among the various treatments and projects were adjusted by means
of covariance as were teacher differences in experience. Because of
tremendous project differences in achievement even after teacher and
pupil characteristics had been controlled statistically, this method
of analysis was presented for informational purposes only. However,
each of these two analyses presented a number of interesting findings.

Summary of Findings from Basal versus Non-Basal Comparisons

The findings of the Basal versus 1.T.A., Basal versus Basal plus
Phonics, Basal versus Language Experience, Basal versus Linguistic, and
Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic treatment comparisons can be summarized

as follows.
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Summary of Basal versus I.T.A. comparisons. The I.T.A. and Basal
approaches were of approximately equal effectiveness in terms of
pupils' achievement on the Paragraph Meaning test. However, the I.T.A.
treatment produced superior word recognition abilities as measured by
the Word Reading subtest of the Stanford and the Fry and Gates word
lists. Evidence concerning the spelling ability of pupils in the two
groups was inconclusive. The Basal subjects were superior in spelling
ability in 'hree projects but the I.T.A. subjects were superior in a
fourth project. No differences were found between treatments in reading
accuracy and rate as measured by the Gilmore Oral Reading Test.

Summary of Basal versus Basal plus Phonics comparisons. In

general, Basal programs accompanied by supplementary phonics materials
produced significantly greater achievement in reading than did Basal
materials alone. This superiority was especially pronounced in the
across-projects analysis of mean performance on the Stanford Achievement
tests and the Fry and Gates word recognition tests. Practically all
differences on these measures favored the Basal plus Phonics group

even though some of the differences failed to reach statistical signif-
icance. No differences in rate or accuracy of oral reading were found
between the two treatments.

Summary of Basal versus Language Experience comparisons.

Relatively few significant differences were found between the Language
Experience and Basal approaches. Those significant differences which
were found to exist generally favored the Language Experience approach.
Howevevr, these sporadi: differences wcre often mot of much practical
signif:rance in texms o¢f actual reading achievement.

~

Summary of Basal versus Linguistic comparisons. The most common

findiny for the Linguistic versus Basal comparison in the various
projects was that of no difference hetween treatments. However, the
Linguistic group tended to out-perform the Basal group on tests of
word recognition while the Basal group exhibited somewhat greater
speed and accuracy in reading. No differences In comprehension were
ascertained.

Summary of Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic comparison. The Phonic/ ;

Linguistic program was superior to the Basal program utilized in the ;
projects of this investigation. The Phoric/Linguistic program pro-
duced pupils with superior word reading, ,aragraph meaning, spelling,
and word study skills. Phonic/Linguistic purils were also superior
on the Fry Test of Phonetically Regular Words and the Gates Word
Pronunciation Test. No significant differences were found in rate or
accuracy of oral reading.




General findings. In general, there was less difference in
variability among treatments than in mean achievement among treatments.
Standard deviations on each of the outcome measures were very similar
for the Basal, I.T.A., Basal plus Phonics, Language Experience,
Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic pupils. Furthermore, the interclass
variation within the various treatments was very similar except for
the Language Experience approach. Wide differences in mean achievement
of classrooms were found for all of the programs. However, the range
between the highest and lowest average class achievement in the

Language Experience approach generally was greater than the range for
the Basal classrooms in the same project.

Another general finding was that girls tended to have a greater
degree of readiness for reading at the beginning of first grade and
tended to read at a higher level of reading at the end of the first
grade. In most cases differences in reading achievement which fa-
vored girls at the end of the year disappeared when criterion scores
were adjusted for differences in prereading ability. A related
finding in this investigation was that none of the treatments had a
unique effect on the achievement of boys and girls. That is, no
significant sex by treatment interactions were found to exist. On
the average, girls tended to be better readers in all programs.

One of the most striking findings was the persistence of project
differences in reading achievement even after adjustmerts were made
statistically for differences in pupil readiness for reading. Evi-
dentally reading achievement is influenced by factors peculiar to
school systems over and above differences in prereading capabilities
of pupils.

One other common finding was that statistically significant
treatment by project interactions were found in most of the Basal
versus Non-Basal comparisons. In general, treatmerts did not
operate in the same fashion across projects.

Summary of the Findings of the Combined Analysis

The covariance analysis which considered each treatment within
each project to be unique reported the following results:
(1) The project within which a method was studied had a greater
influence on its location in rank among all the project treatments
than did the specific method of instruction. Thi3 project influence
existed even when differences in pupil readiness and teacher ex-
perience were adjusted by means of covariance.
(2) A comparison of the five most successful projects in terms of
pupil achievement with the five least successful projects revealed
certain significant Jifferences between the two groups. For example,
supervisor ratings of class structure, class participation, awareness
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of and attentiun to individual needs, and overall competence of the
teachers of the most successful projects were all significantly
higher than were those for the teachers of the least successful pro-
jects. Furthermore, the most successful projects had a significantly
greater per cent of teachers who had more than a standard teaching
certificate than did those in the bottom-ranked projects.

(3) The projects which ranked highest had, on the average, a longer
school day than did the projects which ranked lowest. The smaller
average class size (28.2 to 24.2) also favored the more successful
projects.

(4) No marked differences were found in community characteristics

of the two extreme groups of projects except that the least success-
ful projects had significantly more classrooms in rural areas.

(5) The ranking of the treatments within projects for boys and girls
showed that the order of the treatments was surprisingly similar.

The boys' performance tended to be lower than the girls' but the
order was quite uniform.

Analysis of Treatment by Readiness Level

1n this section of the analysis pupils were blocked in turn
according to levels of ability as measured by an intelligence test,
an auditory discrimination test, and a test of letter knowledge.
Interactions between treatments and each of these readiness measures
were examined to determine whether or not there was a differential
treatment effect for pupils of varying levels of readiness.

Summary of Findings

For four of the five Basal versus non-Basal comparisons there
was no evidence of differential treatment effects for various leveles
l] of intelligence, auditory discrimination or letter knowledge. Very
few, if any, significant treatment by intelligence, treatment by
auditory discrimination, or treatment by letter knowledge interaction
effects were found to be significant. This finding of no interaction
between treatment and readiness characteristics generally held true
for the Basal versus I.T.A., Basal versus Basal plus Phonics, Basal
versus Linguistic, and Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic comparisons.

A somewhat different situation existed for the Basal versus
Language Experience comparison. For this treatment comparison a
Ll] number of treatment by intelligence, treatment by auditory discrimin-
| ation, and treatment by letter knowledge interactions were found to
E be significant. The interactionms resulted form the fact that the
;‘} least mature pupils achieved better in a Basal program than in a

Language Experience approach, while more capable students with res-
pect to these skills profited more from a Language Experience approach.
This finding was tempered by the fact, however, that the low readiness

11




Basal pupils were generally superior tc¢ the low readiness Language
Experience pupils on premeasures other than the one used for blocking.
Thexefore, it was not surprising to find that they were superior in
achievement. On the other hand, the high readiness Basal pupils were
inferior to the high readiness Language Experience pupils on premeas-
ures other than those used for blocking. It is possible that the
treatment by readiness interaction on the achievement measures was
primarily a result of similar interaction on the premeasures.

12
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Chapter III

AN OVERVIEW OF THE INDIVIDUAL STUDIES

Each of the twenty-seven studies which comprised the first grade
phase of the Cooperative Research Program in First Grade Reading
Instruction was a complete study in itself. Each was selected on the
basis of its potential for yielding valuable information about the
teaching of beginning reading. The unique characteristic of the
cooperative research program, however, was that each project director,
in addition to carrying out his own analysis, made the data available
to the Coordinating Center so that an analysis across projects could
be conducted. The results of this analysis are presented in the final
report of Project X-001. In addition, a short description of each of
the twenty-seven projects is provided in that report.

Thirteen projects were selected to conduct follow-up studies
during the second grade phase of the investigation and were funded by
the U.S. Office of Education for that purpose. These thirteen studies
generally were concerned with evaluating the relative effectiveness of
various methods for teaching primary reading. This chapter presents a
btrief overview of the general design of each of these thirteen projects.
Information is also presented about two additional projects wvhich were
not funded by the U.S. Office of Education for a follow-up study but
vhich obtained funding elsewhere and made their data available to the
Coordinating Center for amalysis. In the sections of the chapter
vhich follow, therefore, a description of the fifteen participating
projects in the second grade phase of the study will be provided. The
description is, in each case, a general overview of each study.

Only ten of the fifteen projects which collected second grade
data were used in the analysis conducted by the Coordinating Center.
One project was eliminated because deviations from the prescribed
data card format made it impossible to collate data for first and
second grade pupils. The other four projects were eliminated for
reasons outlined in Chapter VI. Results of the five projects not
discussed in this report are available in the final reports of the

projects in question.
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Comparison of the Basal and the Coordinated Language-Experience
Approaches in First Grade Reading Instruction: Project 2729;
Donald L. Cleland, Director; University of Pittsburgh.

The objective of the project was to determine the effects and
outcomes of teaching beginning reading to superior pupils from three
levels of social strata by two different methods. The study included
superior pupils assigned to twenty-Tour classrooms. Twelve classes
used the basal reader approach to first grade reading instruction
and twelve classes used the coordinated language-experience approach.

Supplementary materials to enrich the program for superior pupils
were used in the group using the basal reader appraoch. The coordin-
ated language-experience approach emphasized oral expression of ideas
and utilized the stories told by the childrem, retaining as nearly as
possible the language patterns of the children. Later in the program,
self -selection of reading materials was permitted and use was made of
teacher-made worksheets and programed self-corrective type materials
for reinforcement of needed skills.

First Grade Reading Instruction Uging Diacritical Marking System,
Initial Teaching Alphabet and Basal Reading System: Project
2745; Edward B. Fry, Director; Rutgers-The State University,
New Brunswick, New Jersey.

This project compared three methods of beginning reading instruc-
tion using twenty-one first grade classrooms from three middle class
suburban school districts in central New Jersey. Two of the methods
under investigation were a diacritical marking system, developed by
the principal investigator, and the Initial Teachiag Alphabet—writing
systems which offered greater regularity than the traditional writing
system. The material for the third method was a traditional set of
basic reading texts.

The materials used for the I.T.A. group were the Early to Read
Series by Albert Mazurkiewicz and Harold Tanyzer. The Diacritical
Marking System classes used the Sheldon Readers with diacritical marks
superimpcsed on the words. The traditional set of basic reading texts
used was the Sheldon Readers.

A Study of the Relative Effectiveness of Three Methods of Teaching
Reading in Grade Ome: Project 2687; Harry T. Hahn, Director;
Oakland Schools, Pontiac, Michigan.

This study was designed to test the effectiveness of three ap-
proaches to teaching first grade reading: the language arts approach,
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the Initial Teaching Alphabet, and the basic reader approach. In
twelve school districts one classroom was assigned to each of the
three approaches. Thus the study comprised thirty-six classrooms in
which children were matched on the basis of performance demonstrated
in kindergarten as well as on socio-economic status.

The language arts approach encouraged individual expression
through a variety of media. After a firm language-experience relation-
ship was established, a balance of directed group reading and individ-
ualized reading was included. The I.T.A. approach employed materials
prepared for schools in England plus some structured materials prepared
from Initial Teaching Alphabet Publications, Inc. The basic reader
approach used controlled vocabulary and systematic instruction pro-
cedures in basic reading texts and workbooks normally found in a first
grade classroom.

Comparing Reading Approaches in First-Grade Teaching with Disadvantaged
Children (The CRAFT Project): Project 2677; Albert J. Harris and
Blanche L. Serwer, Investigators; The Research Foundation of The
City University of New York.

The project compared the relative effectiveness of two major
approaches to teaching reading to disadvantaged urban children: (1)
the skills-centered approach, and (2) the language-experience approach.
Each of these was tried with two variztioms, making four treatment
methods in all. These four treatment methods were as follows: (a) a
skills-centered method using basal readers, with close adherence to the
instructions contained in the teacher's manuals; (b) a skills—centered
method utilizing basal readers, but substituting the phonovisual method
of teaching word-attack skills for the word-attack lessons accompanying
the basal reader; (c) a language-experience method, in which the begin-~
ning reading materials were developed from the oral language of the
children; and (d) a language-experience methsd with heavy supplemen-
tation of audio-visual procedures.

Twelve elementary schools, each with a very high percentage of
Negro children and a minimum of six first-grade classes, were selected
for the study. There was random assignment of the four methods to
schools, two methods to each school.

An Attempt to Secure Additional Evidence Concerning Factors Affecting
Learning to Read: Project 2697; Robert B. Hayes, Director;
Department of Public Instruction, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.

The project sought to refine, extend, and strengthen knowledge
of beginning reading by comparing methods and materials in four




approaches. The four programs and the materials used were: (1) an
eclectic, "whole word" reading program as represented by the Scott,
Foresman Company, 1960 edition; (2) a "phonic" reading program as
represented by the J. B. Lippincott Company, 1963 edition; 3) a
combinatiou eclectic, "whole word-phonic" reading program as repre-
sented by Scott, Foresman materials, 1960 edition, supplemented with
the Phonics and Word Power, 1964 edition; (4) a language arts approach
using the Initial Teaching Alphabet as a medium, represented by the
i/t/a Publications, Inc., 1963 edition.

Ten elementary schools and twenty first grades were selected for
the study.

A Comparative Study of Two First Grade Language Arts Programs: Project
2576; William M. Kendrick, Director; Department of Education,

San Diego County, San Diego, California.

This study sought to determine the relative effectiveness of the
experience approach to the teaching of the language arts as compared
with the traditional method. To accomplish this, four areas of the
language arts were separately measured~-namely, reading, writing,
listening, and speaking. In addition, an index of development in
reading interest was taken and pupil attitude toward reading deter-

mined.

The experience approach used the language and thinking of individ-
ual children as the basis for skill development. The traditional
method group adhered very closely to the teacher's manual for each
reader in the Ginn Series as a guide to instructional procedures.
Fifty-four teachers, twenty-seven for each treatment group, partici-
pated in the study. The pupil population of the study came from forty-
one elementary schools of seventeen school districts located in
various parts of San Diego County.

First Grade Reading Using Modified Co-Basal Versus the Initial
Teaching Alphabet: Project 26763 Albert J. Mazurkiewicz,

Director; Lehigh University, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania.

This project compared reading achievement at the end of first
grade of two matched groups. Both groups used the language arts
approach: one used co-basal materials printed in traditional orthog-
raphy while the other used the Initial Teaching Alphabet materials.
The study included thirty first grade classrooms divided into two
groups of fifteen classes each matched on the basis of intelligence.
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The hypothesis tested was that method rather than medium is
responsible for the differences in reading achievement, and that if
method is controlled no significant differences in reading achieve-
ment would be found.

Evaluation of Three Methods of Teaching First Grade Reading to Children
Likelx to Have Difficultx with Reading: PrOJect 2702; Olive S.
Niles, Director, Springfield Public Schools; Massachusetts
Department of Education, Boston, Massachusetts.

The project attempted to determine whether first grade children
who have been identified by a series of tests as likely to have
greater than usual problems in learning to read could be helped most
effectively by (a) using the regular basal program which is used by
all other children in their classroom; (b) using the regular basal
program together with remedial teacher time assigned to serve the
class of which they are a part; (c) using materials other than the
regular basal program which is used by the other children in the
class; or (d) using a combination of remedial teacher time and materials
other than the regular basal program.

One group had a supplementary remedial teacher. The remedial
teacher worked with the regular classroom teacher, giving special
attention to children in thepotential problem group. Regular basal
readers were used.

Another group was provided with special materials for the poten-
tial problem group. The children were given thorough instruction with
a set of readiness materials. When they achieved success with these,
they were put into library-type or trade books rather than basal
readers.

The third group was provided with both the additional teacher
time and the use of the special materials.

The fourth group was the control grou.. No changes were made in
procedures and the regular basal program w. . :sed.

The Effect of Different Approaches of Initial Instruction on the
Reading Achievement of a Selected Croup of First Grade Children:
Proiect 2653; Haie C. Reid, Director; Cedar Rapids Public
Schools; State University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa.

In this study, seven methods of teaching reading to the low read-
ing group in forty-five classrooms were compared. In each classroom,
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an average of eight pupils were in the lowest reading group. The
seven methods were

(1) a language method involving reading, writing, listening, and
speaking,

(2) a method involving recognition of letters and their sounds and
the use of context clues,

(3) a functional approach built around easy-to-read books,

(4) Skills Development Method,

(5) a combination of Method I, language, and Method 11, letter sounds,
(6) a combination of Method I, language, and Method 111, literature,
(7) a combination of Method I, language, and Method IV, Skills
Development.

The Effect of Four Programs of Reading Instruction with Varying
Emphasis on the Regularity of Grapheme-Phomeme Correspondences
and the Relation of Language Structure to Meaning on Achievement
in First Grade Reading: Project 2699; Robert B. Ruddell, Director;
University of California, Berkeley, California.

The primary objective of this study was to investigate the effect
on word recognition and reading comprehension of published and specially
prepared reading programs varying in (a) the degree of regularity of
grapheme-phoneme correspondences programmed into the vocabulary pre-
sented and (b) the emphasis on language structure as related to meaning.

Pupils in twenty-four classrooms took part in the study of four
reading programs: (1) a program which used a basal reading series
with little provision for emphasis on language structure as related to
meaning; (2) a program which used a set of programmed reading materials
with vocabulary utilizing consistent grapheme-phoneme correspondences
to a high degree but placing little emphasis on language structure as
related to meaning; (3) a program which used a basal reading series
(same as 1 above) supplemented by materials designed to build an aware-
ness and understanding of language structure as related to meaning; and
(4) a program which used a set of programmed reading materials (same
as 2 above) supplemented by materials designed to build an awareness
and understanding of language structure as related to meaning.

A secondary consideration of the investigation involved the
study of the relation oi selected language and background variables
to reading achievement in each of the four programs.




Comparison of Reading Achievement of First Grade Children Taught by a
Linguistic Approach and a Basal Reader Approach: Project 2666;
J. Wesley Schneyer, Director; University of Pennsylvania,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

This study compared the reading achievement of first grade child-
ren taught by the Fries linguistic approach with that of children
taught by a basal reader approach. Each group consisted of twelve
classes: four of above average, four of average, and four of below
average intelligence levels.

The two methods differ in the amount of emphasis given to word
discrimination and word meaning. The linguistic approach places em-
phasis upon the word discrimination principle, which is based upon a
mastery of sound-symbol relatiomnships of spoken language as expressed
in spelling patterns. The objective of this approach is to develop
an automatic response and a rapid recognition on the part of the
reader to the words in various major spelling patterns. Irregular
or non-patterned words are learned as sight words.

The basal reader places heavy initial emphasis upon meaning.
Attention is focused upon regularity of the meaning-frequency-
repetition principle, rather than upon regularity of the sound-
symbol relationship.

~ Linguistic Materials and Linguistic Readers: Project 2683;
William D. Sheldon, Director, Syracuse University, Syracuse,
New York.

This project compared the reading achievements of children
taught by three methods of instruction. Twenty-one classrooms were
divided among the three methods.

One group used a basal reading program, concentrating on direct
small group instruction on children's ability levels at a rate com-
mensurate with their ability to learn. Another group used modified
linguistic instruction consisting of materials published by the
Singer Company. The series of books progresses in difficulty so
that it is possible for teachers to group children for instruction.

19
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The third group used the linguistic approach consisting of the

Barnhart-Bloomf ield Linguistic Readers. Within each classroom a

library of 100 easy-to-read books was installed and children were

given the opportunity to practice their reading skills using these
materials fcr 30 minutes each day. The lowest third of each class
was presented listening-viewing activities with equipment from a
center consisting of a tape recorder, a record player, and a
filmstrip projector.

Individualized Reading Versus a Basal Reader Program at First Grade
Level in Rural Communities: Project 2673; Doris U. Spencer,
Director; Johnson State College, Johnson, Vermont.

The project compared the effectiveness of an individualized
reading method designed to meet the needs and challenge the abilities
of first grade pupils with the basal reader method. Twenty-two teachers
were selected on the basis of supervisors' ratings, interest in the
project, education and experience to participate in the project.
Twelve elected to teach by the individualized plan and ten chose to
follow the Scott Foresman Basal Reader program.

The individualized method used in this study was based on the
premise that the reading program becomes more effective as individual
needs are determined and instruction is concentrated at points of
weakness. The instructional program was divided into two parts: an i
intensive systematic phonetic instruction and a motivated varied 3
program of story reading. This method differs from the popular con- i
cept of individualized reading as a nrogram of self-selected story
reading unsupported by systematic instruction on word skills and
comprehension,

Effectiveness of a Language Arts and Basic Reader Approach to First '
Grade Reading: Project 2679; Russell G. Stauffer, Director;
The University of Delaware, Newark, Delaware.

Ia this study, the effects of a language arts approach and a }
hasic reader approacn to teaching reading were compared.

The language arts approach utilized the children's oral langauge
facility to develop an initial reading vocabulary and initial word
attack skills, as well as group type reading instruction in basic
readers and individualized reading instruction using trade books.

Aaiaaa

The basic reader approach utilized basic readers, skill books,
and teachers' manuals designed to develop and maintain a reading
vocabulary and word attack skills.
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The sample was comprised of twenty first grade classrooms; ten
used the language arts approach, and ten used the basic readers.

A Comparison of the Effectiveness of Three Different Basal Reading
Systems on the Reading Achievement of First Grade Children:
Project 2720; Harold J. Tanyzer, Director; Hofstra University,

Hempstead, Long Island, New York.

This study compared the effectiveness of three basal reading
systems: (1) a basal series with intensive emphasis upon phonics,
(2) a basal reading program by Mazurkiewicz and Tanyzer utilizing
the Initial Teaching Alphabet, and (3) a regular basal reading series
which utilizes an eclectic approach. The study included twenty-six
classrooms from three school districts on Long Island, New York. The
children were divided not only by sex, but also in terms of intelli-
gence to determine whether any of the basal systems have a differen-
tial effect; prove more successful with males than females; or more
successful with children of high, average, or low intelligence.
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Chapter IV

PROCEDURES

This chapter describes the role of the Coordinating Center in the
Cooperative Researchk Program, the decisions of the project directors
concerning data collection and experimental preocedures, the organiza-
tion of the data, and the general procedures of the analysis.

Role of the Coordinating Center

The Coordinating Center was established primarily to perform two
functions. First, the center was charged with the responsibility for
maintaining communication among the various projects and for facili-
tating thereby the cooperative aspects of the study. The Coordinating
Center staff organized one meeting of the participating project directors
prior to the beginning of the first grade phase of the study, two meet-
ings during the first grade phase of the study, and another meeting
during the second grade phase of the study. At these meetings, the
directors decided upon common measures to be used by all projects. They
also agreed to collect information common to all studies about teacher,
pupil, school, and community characteristics which might reasonably be
gxpected to be related to success or failure in beginning reading.

During these conferences the directors also discussed common experimental
guidelines to be followed, common problems in collecting data, and other
common problems which would have to be solved in order to make compari-
sons possible from project to project.

Uniformity in procedures was further enhanced through periodic
memoranda issued by the Coordinating Center. Common formats for record-
ing data on cards were devised for use during both the first grade and
the second grade. Utilization of a common format by each project di-
rector made possible relatively easy organization of the data by the
Coordinating Center. The Coordinating Center also served as a clearing
house for questions about administration and scoring of various tests.
In addition, all but five of the projects were visited by the project
director or associate director of the Center during the first grade
phase of the study. These visits further facilitated communication
among the projects.

The second major function of the Coordinating Center was to collect,
organize, analyze and interpret the data common to each chiid in all
twenty-seven first grade projects and fifteen second grade preojects.

This analysis function of the center is the basis for this report and the
one which was written following the first grade phase of the study.
Analysis of the data at the Coordinating Center made possible an exam-
ination of treatment effects across projects. Each individual project
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director, of course, evaluated the effectiveness of the treatments used
in his individual project. Results of the analysis conducted by each
project are available in the final reports of the projects.

Sample

A sample of entering first grade children was selected by the
director of each of the twenty-seven projects which participated in
the first grade phase of the study. Pupils on whom complete data
were gathered for both the first and the second grade comprised the
sample for the analysis ccnducted by the Coordinating Center. The
actual numbers of pupils involved in each treatment within each project
are recorded in the description of the findings in Chapter VI. Details
concerning criteria utilized by the Coordinating Center in selecting
pupils whose data would be used in the analysis are presented in the
section of this chapter devoted to "organization of the data."

Data Collected

During the first and second grade phases of the study a great deal
of information was collected about each pupil, teacher, class, school,
and community which participated in the study. School and community
data were reported in the appendix of the first grade study and are not
discussed further in this report. Characteristics of teachers who
participated in the first grade phase of the study are also presented
in the report of the first grade analysis. During the first grade
phase of the study none of the teacher characteristics were found to be
very highly related to pupil achievement in reading and therefore they
were not analyzed in this study.

First Grade Measures

Various measures of reading readiness were collected for each
pupil at the beginning of first grade. Each child in the study was
administered (1) the Pintner -Cunningham Primary Test, a group test of
intelligence; (2) the Murphy-Durrell Phoneires Test, a test of the
ability to discriminate like and unlike sounds; (3) the Murphy-Durrell
Letter Names Test, a test of the child's ability to recognize lower
case and capital letters; (4) the Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate Test, a
test of the child's ability to learn a small number of words; (5) the
Thurstone~Jeffrey Identical Forms Test, a test of the child's ability
to select from a group of figures a figure similar to the one used as
the stimulus; (6) the Metropolitan Word Meaning Test, a test of vocab-
ulary, (7) the Metropolitan Listening Test, a test of the child's
ability to follow directions. All of the children utilized in the
analysis of the first grade data and the second grade data had complete
data on each of these seven premeasures.




Achievement at the end of the first grade was measured by meaas of
the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery I. Five subtests were
used to measure the child's reading and general language ability. These
subtests were: (1) the Word Reading Test, consisting of thirty-five
items, which measures the ability of pupils to identify a word without
the aid of context; (2) the Paragraph Meaning Test, which is a measure
of the child's ability to comprehend connected discourse ranging in
length from single sertences to paragraphs of six sentences, and vhich
involves levels of ccmprehension varying from extremely simple recogni-
tion to the making of inference from several related sentences; (3) the
Vocabulary Test, which measures a pupil's vocabulary independent of his
reading sk:11; (4) the Spelling Test, vwhich is a dictation type exer-
cise; and (3) the Word Study Skills Test which tests auditory perception
and phonics ability.

In addition to the group-administered Stanford Test of silent read-
ing ability, a sample of twenty to fifty pupils from each treatment
group within each project at the end of the first grade was administered
the Gilmore Oral Reading Test. The Gilmore Test was scored in terms of
reading accuracy and reading rate. The same sample pupils were asked to
pronounce words from the Gates Word Pronunciatjon Test and the Fry
Phonetically Regular Words Test. The Gates .st consisted of the first
tw columns from the Gates-McKillop Diagnostic Reading Test. These
wrds are listed according to increasing difficulty, but there is no
attempt to control sound-symbol regularity in the gradation of the
wrds. The Fry test is a list of wrds controlled on the basis of
sound -symbol relationships and graded roughly in order of diificulty by
vowel sounds used-——short vowel wrds, long vowel words, broad a, vowel
modified by r, and the like. In each of these word lists the child
reads aloud and pronunces the wrd without the benefit of context.

Second Grade Measures

Achievement at the end of the second grade was measured by means
of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery 1I, Form W. Five
subtests from this battery were used in the general analysis to measure
reading and general language ability. These subtests were: (1) the
Word Meaning Test, also called Word Reading and Wrd Recognition test
in this report, a measure of the child's ability to read a sentence and
to select the correct w:rad to complete the sentence; (2) the Paragraph
Meaning Test, a test of the child's ability to comprehend a paragraph by
selecting from four choices the proper word to fill a blank which has
been used to indicate an omitted wrd; (3) the Spelling Test, a test of
the child's ability to write a word from dictation; (4) Word Study
Skills Test, a test of auditory perception and visual phonics; and (5)
the Language Test, a test of usage, capitalizationm, and punctuation.
The Primary II Battery of the Stanford Achievement Test also has tests
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of Science and Social Science Concepts, Arithmetic Computation and
Arithmetic Concepts which were administered in most projects. Although
data for these tests were not analyzed, pupil achievement on the tests
for each treatment within each project is reported in the tables of
descriptive data located in the appendix.

The Gilmore Oral Reading Test, the Fry Test of Phonetically Regular
Words, and the Gates Word List were again administered to a sample from
each treatment group in each project at the end of the second grade.
These tests were identical to those administered at the end of the first
grade.

In the analysis of methodology described in Chapter VI, treatment
differences were evaluated for significance on both the first grade and
sacond grade achievement measures. The emphasis in this report is on
the second grade measures. However, the first grade data are repcrted
to indicate first grade achievement of those pupils who constituted the
sample for the second grade phase of the study. This permits a compari-
son of the effectiveness of various methods after one year and two
years of instruction. It must be emphasized, however, that findings
regarding first-grade achievement of the second-grade sample may not be
in complete agreement with the findings regarding first-grade achieve-
ment of the total first-grade sample reported in the final report of
the first-grade project. The sccond-grade sample is considerably
smaller as a result of attrition and may not be completely representative
of the original sample.

Organization of the Data

The data used in the analysis conducted by the Coordinating Center
were provided by the project directors who participated in the second
grade phase of the Cooperative Research Program in First Grade Reading
Instruction. From the twenty-seven projects which comprised the first
grade phase of the study, thirteen were funded to collect data during
the second grade. Although data were collected from all thirteen
participating projects in the second grade phase of the study, five
projects were eliminated from the coordinated analysis. One of the
five projects was eliminated because data cards were not punched in
accordance with the format established by the Center. As a result, it
vas impossible to collate the second grade data with the first grade
data. The other four projects were eliminated because they used atypical
populations and/or they utilized unique treatments vhich were not
replicated in any other project.

In addition to the eight participating projects vhich were funded
by the U.S. Office of Education, two projects which had participated in
the first grade phase of the study but were not funded for a second
year also conducted follow-up studies using funds obtained from other




gources and made their data available to the project. Therefore the
analysis discussed in this report utilized the data from ten project
centers in all. A short description of each of the ten projects 1is
provided in Chapter III.

The organization of the data proceeded in the following fashion.
Duplicate cards punched according to a prescribed format were sent to
the Coordinating Center by each of the project directors. One card
was used to record data common to all participating pupils in all
projects. Another card was used to record data obtained only on the
small sample taken from each treitment within each project. This card
recorded the performances of the small sample on individual measures
of oral reading capability and word recognition skills.

The card which recorded data common to all pupils ir all projects
had a prearranged format for reporting:

1. the identification number of the project

2. school and classroom identification numbers

3. pupil identification number

4. sex

S, Pintner-Cunningham raw score

6. sex of teacher

7. teacher's age in years

8. highest degree held by teacher

9. type of teaching certificate held by teacher
10. total number of years of teaching experience
11. number of years of second grade teaching experience
12. marital status of teacher
13. length of school day
14. length of school year
15. type of library facilities available
16. class size
17. pupil attendance
18. teacher attendance
19. San Diego Pupil Attitude Inventory
20. various subtests from the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary

11 Battery

21. extent of pupils independent reading

22. teacher rating of pupil interest in reading

23. average minutes per week of instructional time in reading
24. experimental variable identification code

25. card identification

The first step in the organization of data was to collate the second
grade scores with the information about pupils collected during the first
grade phase of the study. The card containing second grade data for each
child was compared with that child's first grade data to check for
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similarity in pupil identification code, treatment code, and Pintner-
Cunningham raw score. The Pintner-Cunningham score was punched on
both the first grade data card and the second grade data card and was
used as a double check to insure that each pupil's first grade and
gsecond grade were matched appropriately.

The data which were collated in the manner described were then
analyzed to obtain descriptive data. Means and standard deviatioms
were computed for each variable for each sex using individual pupils
as the experimental unit. The pupils who entered into this phase cf
the analysis may or may not have been used in the main analysis to be
described later. Larger numbers of pupils were involved in this
analysis in most cases because cards were not screened at this point
for missing data. The descriptive statistics are recorded in the
appendix. Means and standard deviations are reported for wost of the
variables on which information was collected even though many of these
variables were not utilized in the main analysis. Reference to these
tables yield information about pupil achievement on the Stanford sub-
tests titled Science and Social Science Concepts, Arithmetic Compu-
tation, and Arithmetic Concepts, none of which were utilized in the
analysis of methodology described in a later section. The tables also
report information about the extent of pupils' outside reading ard his
attitude toward reading. Information on these variables was not col-
lected on every pupil in every study and the investigator did not want
to lose pupils who had all of the reading-related Stanford Achievement
measures but had failed to report information on some of these variables.

The next step was to check for missing data the cards for pupils
who had met the collating criterion. Those pupils with common ident-
ification codes, Pintner-Cunningham scores, and treatment codes were
checked to make sure that they had information punched in the slots
assigned to (1) the Stanford measures for grade one; (2) Stanford Vord
Meaning, Stanford Paragraph Meaning, Stanford Spelling, Stanford Word
Study Skills, and Stanford Language for grade two; and (3) prereading
data concerning the Murphy-Durrell Phonemes, Murphy-Durrell Letter
Names, Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate, Thurstone Identical Forms,
Metropolitan Meaning, Metropolitan Listening, and Pintner-Cunningham
Primary Test. Data were also checked to insure that a sex code was
indicated. The pupils on wvhom complete data on these variables were
found constituted the sample for the analysis reported in this study.
No estimating of missing data was done.

After completion of the check for missing data, means were computed
separately for boys and girls within each classroom. The class code
for the first grade phase of the study was used as the classroom designa-
tion. These means were calculated separately for boys and girls who had
been enrolled in the same classroom during the first grade, without




 cvpioms SRS et

ot B e B~ N —

s

e |

e

= ==

i o0l
-l

regard to vhether or not they were together in the second grade. An
arbitrary decision was necessary since pupils vho were together in a
classroom during the first grade may or may not have been placed in the
same classroom in the second grade.

A decision was also made to eliminate from the study class means
based on fewer than five individuals. Therefore, if a mean was based
on four or fewer boys or girls within any classroom designation, this
mean was thrown out. It was felt that a mean based on Jjust a few
individuals wight well be unrepresentative and might have undue in-
fluence on the analysis. In the analysis described in Chapter VI a
mean based ¢n one or tw individuals would carry the same weight as a
mean calculated for ten or twenty individuals. Information about the
number of »upils and classrooms eliminated because of failure to meet
this criterion is provided in the appendix. The same tables in the
appendix report the number of boys and girls on vhom each class mean
used in “he analysis is based.

Common Experimental Guidelines

In addition to administering common pre-instructional and post-
instracticnal tests and collecting common information about teachers,
school and communities, the project directors also agreed to abide by
certain experimental guidelines. These were necessary, of course, to
maka possible comparisons between studies. The following procedural
controls were considered essential during the first grade: (1) All
testing instruments to be utilized in the collection of the data should
not be in the hands of the classroom teacher until the close of the
school day preceding the day the test was to be given. (2) Tests were
not to be scored by the classroom teacher although she could administer
the tests if the building principal or other professional person acted
as an observer. (3) No instructions were to be given to the classroom
teacher in test procedures beyond those which were provided in the
manual for a given test. (4) The length of the experimental program
was designated to be 140 imstructional days. Pre-tests and post-tests
were to be given before and after this 140 day period. Final testing
would begin on the l4lst day regardless of the time of year. (5) Each
project director was encouraged to take whatever steps woull be
necessary to control for "Hawthorne effect" which would probably be
associated with novel experimental programs.

Similar guidelines regarding test administration were instituted
in the second grade. Achievement testing at the end of the second grade
began in each project on May 16th and was completed within a weeks time.
In each case group tests were administered before individual tests.
Project directors also reported the number of days from the first day of

school until testing began.




General Procedures of the Analysis

The second grade phase of the Cooperative Research Program in
Primary Reading Instruction was designed to obtain information rele-
vant to basic questions: (1) To what extent are various pupil
characteristics related to pupil achievement in reading, spelling, and
language skills at the end of the second grade? (2) How do I.T.A.,
Linguistic, Language Experience, and Phonic/Linguistic programs com-
pare in effectiveness with Basal programs at the end of the second
grade? (3) What is the relative influence on second grade achievement
of the project in which a pupil learns to read and the method and/or
materials which comprise the instructional program?

In order to assess relationships between pupil characteristics and
achievement in reading, product moment correlation coefficients were
computed. These correlation coefficients were computed separately for
each of the treatments identified as Basal, I.T.A., Linguistic, Phonic/
Linguistic, and Language Experience. Each of the correlations was
calculated by pooling within sex and within class for relevant projects.
Information about the numbers of pupils involved and the results of
this analysis are reported in Chapter V.

The analysis of method is discussed in Chapter VI. The effective-
ness of various innovative reading programs was evaluated by comparing
pupil achievement with that of pupils enrolled in Basal programs in the
same project. A major statistical device utilized was the analysis of
covariance. Procedures are discussed in Chapter VI along with a
presentation of the results.

An analysis was also conducted whereby each treatment within each
project was compared with each of the other treatments in all of the
other projects. This analysis was designed to obtain information per-
tinent to question three above. In this section of the analysis, pre-
sented in Chapter VII, each Basal treatment was considered a separate
treatment. Likewise, each I.T.A. treatment, each Language Experience
treatment, each Linguistic treatment, and each Phonic/Linguistic treat-
ment was considered a separate treatment. Pupil differences in readi-
ness among the various treatments and projects were adjusted by means
of covariance. This analysis was designed to evaluate the relative
influence of the instructional programs and the school system in deter-
mining the reading ability of second grade pupils. If an instructional
program, such as the Language Experience approach, for example, produced
relatively high achievement in reading regardless of the project in
vhich a pupil was enrolled, this would tend to point out the importance
of instructional method. If, on the other hand, all methods within a
particular project tended to produce achievement at approximately the
same rate this would tend to point up the influence of project or school
system. A description of this analysis is presented in Chapter VII.




Chapter V

ANALYSIS OF RELATIONSHIPS

This chapter discusses the relationships between performance on
reading readiness tests administered at the beginning of first grade
and achievement at the end of second grade in reading, spelling and
language.  Relationships between first grade and second grade reading
and spelling were also assessed. All relationships are reported as
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients.

Relationships between Readiness and Second Grade Achievement

Th: readiness measures used at the beginning of first grade were
as follows:

1. Murphy-Durrell Phonemes (Ph)

2. Murphy-Durrell Letter Names (LN)

3. Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate (LR)

4. Thurstone-Jeffrey Identical Forms (1dF)

5. Metropolitan Word Meaning (MWM)

6. Metropolitan Listening (ML)

7. Pintner ~-Cunningham Primary Intelligence Test (IQ)

The achievement measures utilized at the end of the second grade
were the subtests from the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery II.
These tests were

1. Word Meaning (WR2)

2. Paragraph Meaning (PM2)

3. Spelling (S2)

4. twrd Study Skills (WSS2)

5. Language (Lang2)

The other variables listed on the tables which follow are achieve-
ment scores at the end of the first grade. Achievement at the end of the
first grade was measured by the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery
I vhich included the following subtests?

1. Word Reading (WR1)

2. Paragraph Meaning (PM1)

3. Vocabulary (V1)

4. Spelling (S1)

5. Word Study Skills (WSSl)

Correlations among the various scores were computed separately for
each of the five treatment categories used in the analysis. Each
correlation was calculated by pooling within sex, within class, and
within project. The correlation coefficients are, therefore, somewhat
deflated from what they wuld be if correlations had been run ignoring
sex, classroom, and project.




Correlation Relationships for Basal Treatment. The correlation
matrix for the Basal treatment is presented in Table 5:01. The best
predictor of second grade word recognition among the readiness meas-
ures was the letter names test which measures the child's ability to
recognize letters of the alphabet. This test correlated .44 with the
criterion. The phonemes subtest correlated .42 with second grade
wrd recognition and was the second best predictor. Negligible corre-
lations were found between the other readiness measures and second
grade word recognition.

These same two tests, letter names and phonemes tests, were the
best predictors of second grade achievement in paragraph comprehension.
Correlations with the paragraph meaning subtest were .47 and .42 for
the letter names and phonemes subtests respectively. The Pintner-
Cunningham Intelligence Test correlated .40 with paragraph meaning.

The letter names and phonemes tests also ranked first and second in
their ability to predict spelling achievement at the end of second
grade with correlations of .43 and .35 respectively. They ranked

in the same order as the best predictors of language achievement at the
end of the second grade. The phonemes test was the best predictor of
achievement on the word study skills subtest with letter names ranking
second. These correlations also were approximately .40.

The findings of the correlations between readiness and reading
for the second grade were very much like those found at the end of the
first grade. At that time, the ability to recognize letters of the
alphabet and the ability to discriminate between like and unlike sounds
were also the best predictors of achievement in the various reading and
spelling measures. The correlations at the end of grade one vwere
slightly higher than those obtained after grade two.

Correlation Relationships for 1.T.A. Treatment. The correlation
matrix for the I.T.A. treatment is presented in Table 5:02. The best
predictor of performance on the word meaning subtest of the Stanford
test at the end of the second grade was the letter names subtest which
correlated .52. The Pintner-Cunningham Intelligence Test and the
phonemes test were also highly related to ability to recognize words,
as evidenced by correlation coefficients of .50 and .49.

The intelligence test administered at the beginning of first grade
was the best predictor of reading comprehension at the end of the second
grade. The correlation between the Pintner -Cunningham Primary Test and
the paragraph meaning subtest was .55. The second best predictor of
reading comprehension was the letter names test (.53), while the phonemes
test (.46) was also relatively highly related.
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The readiness measure most highly related to spelling ability at
the end of the second grade was the letter names subtest. Measures of
intelligence, auditory discrimination, and letter knowledge were
approximately equal in effectiveness in predicting performance on the
wrd study skills and language tests of the Stanford at the end of the
second grade. All of these correlations approximated .50.

The correlations for the I.T.A. treatment were, in general, some-
what higher than those found for the Basal treatment. However, the
same readiness measures were found to be the best predictors of the
various second grade achievement measures. Furthermore, correlations
for the I.T.A. treatment were very similar for grades one and two.

Correlation Relationships for the Language Experience Treatment.
The correlation matrix for the Language Experience treatment is presented
in Table 5:03. Again the letter names subtest was most highly related
with achievement in word recognition at the end of first grade. Ability
to recognize letters at the beginning of first grade was also found to
be the best predictor of reading comprehension and spelling at the end
of the second grade. Correlations with these three measur .s ranged from
.46 to .48. Intelligence was found to be the best predictor of perform-
ance on the word study skills a..d language subtests, although both the
phonemes and letter names tests were related to achievement on these
measures to practically the same degree. These correlations are quite
similar to those found for the Basal and I.T.A. treatments. Correlations

for grades one and two are very similar.

Correlation Relationships for the Linguistic Treatment. The
correlation matrix for the Linguistic treatment is presented in Table
5:04. The best predictor of word recognition achievement at the end of
second grade was the phonemes subtest which correlated .43 with the
criterion. The letter names subtest correlated .41 with second grade
word recognition. These same subtests were similarly related with per-
formance on the paragraph meaning subtest but their positions were re-
versed. The letter names subtest correlated .49 with spelling achieve-
ment a‘ter two years of instruction while the phonemes correlated .38
with the same test. The phonemes subtest and letter names subtest
ranked first and second in their ability to predict performance on the
word study skills test, the correlation being .51 and .39 respectively.
These same two tests were the best predictors of performance on the
language test. The correlations found on the Linguistic treatment are
very similar to those found for the other treatment groupings, except
that the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test was related to second grade
achievement to a somewhat lesser degree.

Correlation Relationships for the Phonic/Linguistic Treatment.
The correlation matrix for the Phonic/Linguistic treatment is presented
in Table 5:05. Intelligence was the best predictor of second grade
achievement on the word recognition subtest (.49), with the phonemes
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and letter names subtests ranking second and third. These same three
tests ranked first, second, and third in their relationship to achieve-
ment in paragraph comprehension at the end of the second grade. The
relationship between intelligence and paragraph comprehension was .60,
vhile the other correlations were .52 and .50. These tests were also
the best predictors of achievement on the spelling, word study skills,
and language subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery
II. Correlations between intelligence and these three achievement
measures ranged from .43 to .56. The correlation coefficients for the
Phonic/Linguistic treatment were unique in that intelligence as meas-
ured by the Pintner -Cunningham Primary Test, was more highly related to
second grade reading achievement for this treatment than for the other
treatments. For the other treatments, intelligenre ranked behind
measures of auditory discrimination and letter knowledge in predicting
second grade achievement. However, in practical terms, for nearly all
treatments intelligence, letter knowledge, and auditory discrimination
were equally effective predictors. It is also interesting to note that
the three best predictors are the three tests with the highest standard
deviations. Perhaps these tests are related to achievement not because
of the skills they measure but because of the variability in perform~ace
they obtain.

Relationships between First Grade and Second Grade Achievement.

The tables which present the correlation matrices for the various
treatments also show the correlations between first grade and second
grade achievement. The matrix for the Basal treatment will be used for
discussion purposes. Table 5:01 reports correlations of .61 bet ween
word recognition ability at tne end of the first grade and .he same
ability at the end of the second grade. Performance on the first grade
test of word recognition is also correlated .64 with second grade
paragraph comprehension, .66 with second grade spelling, .59 witk 3econd
grade word study skills and .54 with second grade language. These
correlations indicate that in general pupils who are skilled in recog-
nizing words at the end of the first grade are likewise skilled in read-
ing, spelling, and language achievement at the end of the second grade.
However, the extent of the correlations (.66 and below) is such that
second grade achievement in the various areas is related to considerably
more than first grade word recognition ability. Much of the variability
in second grade achievement is not “dt¢ounted for by variability in
performance on the first grade word recognition test.

First grade ability in reading comprehension is correlated .69 with
second grade paragraph comprehension. The paragraph meaning subtest is
also correlated .63 with second grade word recognition, .63 with second
grade spelling, .56 with second grade word study skills, and .58 with
language. Agaic these correlations are substantial enough to indicate
that reading ability at the end of the first grade is highly related to
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reading, spelling, and language ability at the end of the secord grade.
However, again the correlation is not sufficiently high to account for
all of the variability in second grade achievement scores. It is also
interesting to note that first grade spelling ability is related only
.54 with second grade spelling ability. Compared to the other corre-
lations between first and second grade achievement this is relatively
low. Word study skills for the two years are related .59 with each
other.

The various correlation matrices indicate that first grade achieve-
ment is & much better predictor of second grade achievement than is per-
formance on the readiness test administered at the beginning of first
grade. Most of the correlations between first grade and second grade
achievement are in the neighborhood of .60 to .70, while correlations
between readiness and second grade achievement are approximately .45 to
.55.

Summary

This chapter has presented correlation relationships between first
grade reading readiness and second grade achievement and between first
grade achievement and second grade achievement. The best pre-reading
predictors of second grade achievement .zre readiness measures of letter
knowledge, auditory discrimination, and intelligence. Correlations be-
tween these measures and the various measures of second grade achieve-
ment ranged from approximately .40 to .55. These same three readiness
characteristics were found to be the best predictors of second grade
achievement in each of the kinds of instructional programs used in this
investigation. There was no indication that any readiness subtest was
uniquely related to success in the various types of programs although
intelligence was somewhat more highly related to success in the Phonic/
Linguistic program than to achievement in the other programs. In
general, results of this study would indicate that it is not feasible to
place pupils differentially in instructional programs on the basis of a
profile of readiness characteristics at the beginning of first grade.

Measures of reading achievement at the end of first grade were
correlated to a high degree with measures or second grade reading
achievement. Most of the correlations were above .60 which would in-
dicate that in general good first grade readers become good second
grade readers and spellers and poor first graders have difficulty in
second grade reading and spelling. However, the correlations are low
enough to suggest that it is possible for pupils who get a slow start
in reading to accelerate their reading growth in the second grade.
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Chapter VI

ANALYSIS OF INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS

This chapter discusses that part of the analysis which was con-
cerned with evaluating the relative effectivetuess of the primary read-
ing programs utilized in the Cooperative Research Program. Because
the various approaches were not all used in all projects, comparisons
couid not be made between and among all of them. Tremendous project
differences in pupil readiness and in pupil achievement would have
made comparisons between treatments found in different projects mean-
ingless. However, projects which bad in common a basal treatment and
another treatment (Language Experience, for example) were grouped
together. In this manner, the basal reader treatment was -sed as a
benchmark against which to compare achievement in each of the less

typical programs.

General Procedures

Data from ten projects were used in this section of the analysis.
These particular ten projects were included because they utilized a
sample which was considered to be representative of the total population
and an experimental program vhich also was used in another investigation.
The establishment of these two criteria eliminated atypical populations
such as those comprised of potential disabled readers or Spanish-speaking
youngsters as well as projects vhich included a treatment or program not
replicated in any other project. If a treatment were used in only one
project, the analysis conducted by the Coordinating Center could add
little to the analysis performed by the specifjc project director.

In the second grade phase of the study five types of instructional
materials or methods were used as experimental treatments in more than
one project. These five groupings were labeled Basal, Initial Teaching
Alphabet, Language Experiance, Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic. A
listing of the specific materials which comprised each of these major
groupings will be presented in later sections of the Chapter. In addi-
tion, the criteria used to assign programs to each of these major cate-
gories will also be described. A sixth category labeled Basal plus
Phonics was utilized in the first grade and was comprised of a basal
reading program with supplementary phonics instruction. However, only
one of the four projects which utilized this treatment in the first
grade was continued into the second grade and therefore no analysis of

second grale data was undertaken.

In order to assess the relative effectiveness of programs, five
separate analyses were performed. Each analysis used the basal reader
as the control against which to compare progress in other instructional
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Basal and Phonic/Linguistic. For this section of the analysis, methods
and materials were placed in categories arbitrarily on the basis of
common characteristics. The purpose was to get some idea of whether or
not there was a general superiority of some treatment over several
different projects. The paragraphs which follow discuss major character-
istics of each treatment.

One of the program groupings was labeled the Basal approach. The
basal reading program, then, was considered an entity even though the
programs of many different publishers were utilized. The various sets
of materials included in this category possess most, if not all, of the
following characteristics: (1) Vocabulary is introduced slowly and
repeated often. Vocabulary control is based on frequency of usage
rather than on regularity of sound-symbol relationships. (2) Phonic
analysis is introduced gradually and usually only after some "sight"
words have been taught. However, from the beginning the child is
encouraged to use such other word recognition skills as context, struc-
tural analysis, and picture clues. (3) Emphasis from the beginning is
placed not only on word recognition but on comprehension and interpreta-
tion of what is read. (4) Silent reading is emphasized early in the
program. (5) The various reading skills are introduced and developed
systematically. (6) A well-known basic reading series is used as the
major instructional tool.

Another method category utilized in this phase of the analysis was
labeled I.T.A. or the Initial Teaching Alphabet. This instructional
medium purports to simplify the task of learning to read by introducing
a novel forty-four character alphabet with which to encode the approxi-
mately forty sounds in the English language. In general, one symbol is
used to represent one sound thereby making possible more consistent
phonic analysis of words. Furthermore, the nature of the alphabet is
such that the transition from the use of the Initial Teaching Alphabet
to the use of traditional orthography is purported to be a relatively
simple task. Two different programs comprised the I.T.A. approach but
these two programs had in common the unique characteristic of a teaching
medium vhich was quite different from that used by any of the other
methods and materials.

P

programs. All of the projects which used as experimental treatments
both the basal reader approach and the Language Experience approach,
for example, were combined into a single analysis. Similarly projects
were grouped together for analysis if they had in common programs
labeled Basal and Initial Teaching Alphabet, Basal and Linguistic, and

A third treatment group was labeled Language Experience. A basic
element of this instructional method is that the child's own writing
serves as a medium of instruction. The child's first stories are
dictated to the teacher who acts as the recorder. As soon as he is
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able, the pupils writes his own stories and shares them with the teacher.
During the individual conferences between pupil and teacher he is helped
to recognize the commonality between the words he writes and speaks and he
develops the skills necessary for reading. This approach, then, ordinar-
ily utilizes far fewer highly structured instructional materials than do
most reading programs. In addition, vocabulary control is viewed as
being in the language itself and in the language background of each child.
The jupil learns to read the words which he finds it necessary for him to
use in writing. One of the major inmstructional tasks in this method is
to engender a stimulating language environment.

A fourth treatment category was labeled Linguistic. The various
materials included in this treatment possess most, if mot all, of the
following characteristics: (1) There is an early introduction to
letters, and knowledge of letter names and the ability to recognize
letters are considered prerequisite skills for reading instruction. (2)
Sound-symbol relationships are taught through careful sequencing of word
patterns. Words with high sound-symbol regularity are taught first and
the child is led to discover the sound-symbol relationships which exist.
In many cases, the child is encouraged to use sound-symbol relationships
as the basic word recognition technique by withholding from him such
clues as pictures and word length. (3) In many cases there is less
emphasis on understanding and comprehension in the early stages. Read -
ing is comsidered a process of translating graphic symbols into sounds
and primary attention is paid to helping the child learn the decoding

system.

The only "pure" treatment was the Phonic/Linguistic program pub-
lished by the Lippincott Company. This program was included as a sep-
arate method because it has in common characteristics of various pro-
grams but does not fit too well with any of them. The Phonic/Linguistic
program controls vocabulary on the basis of sound-symbol correspondences
and in this way it resembles somewhat the Linguistic grouping described
above. However, the manner of introducing initial vocabulary is quite
different. The Phonic/Linguistic program also introduces vocabulary
rapidly as do certain cf the Linguistic programs and the I.T.A. program.
The visual aids which form a part of the program are somewhat unique
and in this way the program is different. Because the Phonic/Linguistic
program has characteristics vhich overlap with others and yet does not
fit very well with any of the other groupings it was considered a
separate category.

Certain problems arise in categorizing materials in the manner
described. In the first place, an assumption must be made that all
basal materials are so similar that they can reasonably be considered
a single experimental treatment. Similar assumptions must be made about
the comparability of Linguistic, Phonic/Linguistic, I.T.A., and
Language Experience programs.
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An additional problem presents itself in the second grade. Programs
which utilize the Initial Teaching Alphabet are transitional programs and
are not designed to be full-scale developmental programs of the nature
typified by basal materials. Children use the Initial Teaching Alphabet
only until they gain fluency in reading, usually late in the first grade
or early in the second grade. Therefore, pupils in I.T.A. programs
usually enter basal materials, language experieunce approaches, or indi-
vidualized reading programs after making the transition to traditional
orthography. The I.T.A. programs involved in the Cooperative Research
Program utilized each of the post-transition instructional approaches
listed. As a result, another element of variation was introduced iuto
the instructional treatment labeled I.T.A. Programs carrying the I.T.A.
label may have differed considerably during the secoud grade following
the transition period.

A similar problem existed with the Linguistic category. Some of
the materials in this category are also designed only for initial instruc-
tion, and pupils usually spend less than two years with the materials
before moving into other types of instructional programs. As a result,
testing achievement at the end of the second grade creates problems of
interpretation. If a Linguistic program is found to be superior or in-
ferior, the question remains as to whether the superiority or inferiority
is a result of initial use of linguistic materials or of the instructional
program into which pupils were placed after completing the linguistic
program.

Analysis of the Data

The effectiveness of the various reading programs was evaluated in
terms of pupil achievement at the end of second grade on the Word Meaning,
Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, Word Study Skills, and Language subtests of
the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, Form W. In addition,
a sample from each treatment within each project was administered the
Gilmore Oral Reading Test, the Fry Phonetically Regular Word List, and
the Gates Word Pronunciation Test.

Analysis of Stanford Achievement Test Scores

The analysis followed a general pattern for each of the four method
comparisons (I.T.A. versus Basal, Language Experience versus Basal,
Linguistic versus Basal, and Phoric/Linguistic versus Basal). Separate
means were calculated for males and females within each class on all
quantitative variables. The analysis was then conducted using these class
means calculated separately for males and females as the experimental
unit. An arbitrary decision was made to drop from the analysis any class
mean for boys or girls which was based on fewer than five individuals. It
was felt that class means based on fewer than five individuals might not
be representative and might have undue influence on the results since in
the analysis a class mean based on two individuals would carry the same
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weight as one based on ten. A listing of the number of individuals whose
scores comprised each class mean for boys and girls is provided in the
appendix. These same tables provide information about the number of
pupils lost in each of the treatments within each of the projects because
of failure to meet the criteria of five pupils of each sex within each
class.

The first step in the analysis of method was to compare first grade
achievement of those pupils in each treatment within each project who
persisted in the study with similar pupils who participated in the first
grade phase of the study but were lost during the second grade stage of
the investigation. Mean achievement on the first grade Stanford measures
was calculated for those pupils who were used in the first grade phase
of the study but on whom complete data were not gathered during the
second grade stage. Mean achievement on the first grade Stanford meas-
ures was also assessed for those pupils who persisted in the study and
comprised the sample for the second grade. An analysis of variance was
conducted to determine whether or not the persists and non-persists
differed significantly in first grade reading and spelling. This stage
of the analysis also made possible an examination of treatment (basal
versus non-basal) by status (persists vs non-persists) interactions. A
significant status by treatment interaction indicated that the relation-
ship in achievement between the particular basal and non-basal treatment
among the non-persists was different from the relationship between the
achievement of basal and non-basal pupils within the persists category.
This would indicate some selectivity in retention and would make difficult
an interpretation of the second grade findings regarding treatment
differences.

The analysis of Stanford Achievement Test scores utilized projects,
treatments, and sex as blocks. This section of the analysis was con-
ducted as if a complete factorial arrangement of treatments had been
made. Projects were treated as blocks and the assumption was made that
within each project treatments were assigned at random to a set of
classes. It was assumed that identical basal and non-basal treatments
were used in each project (within a specified comparison such as
Language Experience versus Basal), thus making it reasonable to test for
general treatment effect over all projects. This portion of the analysis
gave "across projects" information.

For each of the four treatment compariscns an analysis of variance
was carried out on seven premeasures--Murphy-Durrell Phonemes, Murphy-
Durrell Letter Namus, Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate, Thurstone-Jeffrey
Identical Forms, Metropolitan VWord Meaning, Metropolitan Listening, and
Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test. The analysis of variance on these pre-
measures was designed to indicate those readiness characteristics cn
which significant differences in performance were found between pupils
of a particular basal and non-basal treatment. This analysis was
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designed to test the hypothesis that the pupils in the basal and non-basal
treatments were equally ready for reading in terms of the evaluation
instruments utilized. Although school, community, and teacher character-
istics were obtained in each of the projects, they were not utilized as
controls in this section of the anajysis. In the first grade phase of
the analysis none of these were fouid to be ‘highly related to pupil
success in reading. Furthermore, many of these characteristics were not
quantitative and in many cases no ordered relationship existed among the
categories. At any rate, the decision was made not to evaluate treatment
differences in terms of school, community, and teacher characteristics,
nor to use any of these as covariates in a covariance analysis. However,
information about these variables for each of the treatments within each
of the projects can be found in the final report of the first grade phase
of tle study.

The Sta:ford Achievement measures were then subjected to an analysis
of variance to test for treatment differences. This stage of the analysis
was designed to determine whether or not statistically significant dif -
ferences existed across all of the projects involved in a particular
basal versus non-basal comparison. Treatment differences on measures of
first-grade achievement as well as second grade achievement were evaluated.
However, the discussion of findings focuses on second grade achievement.

It should be pointed out that the findings comcerning first grade achieve-
ment might be somewhat different in this report from the f indings presented
in the final report of the first grade project which are summarized in
Chapter 1I. The resuits in the present chapter are based on only those
pupils who persisted through the second grade phase of the investigation.
These findings could conceivably differ from findings based on the total
first grade sample.

Since in the analysis described in this chapter treatment and project
were treated as blocks, it was possible to check for significant treat-
ment by project interactions. A significant interaction would indicate
that any particular treatment was not operating in the same fashion across
all of the projects. Any significant treatment differences wuld be mean-
ingful only if no significant treatment by project interactions were
found.

If significant treatment by project interactions on the Stanford
Achievement measures were found in the analysis of variance, an analysis
of covariance was utilized. This was also an across projects aualysis
blocking on sex, treatment, and project in which each of the seven pre-
measures were used as covariates. It was hoped that the use of the co-
variance analysis would erase the project by treatment interact ions.
Again, any analysis of treatment differences across projects would be
meaningful only if no significant treatment by project interactions
were found.
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In situations where significant treatment by project interactions
were still found to exist even after using the covariance analysis, a
within projects analysis was conducted. This within projects analysis
tested for treatment differences within each project but simultaneously
for all projects. As a result, all data from all projects involved in
a comparison were used to obtain the error term, thus increa<ing the
precision of the experiment. This phase of the analysis indicated
whether or not significant treatment differences existed between the
particular basal and nuu-hasal program within each of the projects in-
volved in this section of the analysis. All of the analyses of variance
and covariance were performed using the UMSTAT 67 program and the
Control Data 1604 computer.

The analysis of treatment differences between each of the basal
versus non-basal comparisons proceeded in the manner described above.
First a comparison was made of the first-grade achievement of pupils
who persisted in the study and those who were lost to the study during
the second grade. Next, an analysis of variance was conducted on the
premeasures to determine whether or not pupils in the two treatments
were alike in their readiness for reading. Then an analysis of vari-
ance was conducted on the Stanford measures, blocking on treatment,
sex, and project. Treatment differences were analyzed only if no
significant treatment by project interactions were found to exist. In
the presence of treatment by project interactions, a covariance analysis
was conducted across projects in which each of the seven premeasures was
used as a covariate. Again, treatment by project interactions were
analyzed for significance. If significant interactions still persisted
a within projects analysis was conducted, in which treatment differences
were evaluated within each of the projects which participated in a
particular basal versus non-basal comparison.

Analysis of Sample Measures

An analysis similar to the one described for the Stanford Achieve-
ment Test results was conducted on the accuracy and rate scores of the
Gilmore Oral Reading Test, and the scores from the Fry Phonetically
Regular Word Test and the Gates Word Pronunciation Test. Earh of these i
tests was individually adninistered to a random sample from cach treat-
ment within each project. Although these numbers varied from project,
approximately twenty to fifty pupils were chosen to represent each
treatment in each preiect.

The analysis followed the same steps as those described for Stan-
ford scores. The only difference was that individuals were used as
the experimental unit rather than class means based on each sex. With
the small numbers involved it was felt that these class means would not
have been reasonable. In this chapter the discussion of the analysis
of individual outcome measures will follow the discussion of the
Stanford data for each of the treatmeat comparisons.
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Basal versus I.T.A. Comparison

Some measure of the effectiveness of using the Initial Teaching
Alphabet for initial reading instruction of children was obtained by
comparing the achievement of pupils involved in I.T.A. programs with
that of pupils involved in Basal programs within the same school
systems. As in all of the basal versus non-basal comparisons, the
basal read.r was considered a single program regardless of the par-
ticular program utilized because of the common characteristics of
materials labeled basal. Similarly, I.T.A. programs were considered
an entity regardless of whether the materials were the Early-to-Read
series or the Downing Readers. Furthermore, all I.T.A. programs were
grouped together despite the fact that the nature of the instructional
program in the second grade varied consideratly from one project to
another. Following the transition from I.T.A. to traditional orthog-
raphy, pupils in some projects transfered into what might best be
termed the Language Experience approach. Pupils in other projects,
however, following completion of the Initial Teaching Alphabet series
went into individualized reading programs or Basal programs. Infor- N
mation about the nature of the post-transition instruction for I.T.A.
pupils is avaliable in the final reports of the various participating
projects. Therefore, the comparison between pupils vho learned to
read in I.T.A. materials and Basal materials must be considered to
evaluate only the general effectiveness of learning to read by means
of a relatively consistent orthography such as that utilized in the
Initial Teaching Alphabet. The assumption is made that any effect,
positive or negative, resulting from initial instruction in tae Initial
Teaching Alphabet will carry over regardless of the nature of the pro-
gram in which the child is enrolled following the transition from
I1.T.A. to traditional orthography-

Information about the nature of the materials used in the first
grade phase of the study is provided in Table 6:01. The Basal treat-
ment in these studies utilized the same basal programs in both the
first and second grades. However, as has already been mentioned,
I.T.A. programs went in many directions following the transition from
I.T.A. to traditicnal orthography.

Table 6:01 alsc reports the numbe: of individuals and the number
of classes comprising the Basal and I.T.A. treatments within each of
the five projects focr both the first and second grades. In some cases
whole classes of individuzls were lost to the study. The projects
also differed a great deal with respect to the number of pupils lost
during the second grade phase of the study.

The first-grade achievement test scores for the pupils. who persisted
in the study were compared with the scores of those pupils who did not

U .




8%

peoy-03-4ATaely saapeady Surumoq peay=-03=-4ATael ‘v'l°l
UBWSa310g= 300§ K3ataep uodeg-uiI1IVv T88%g
S19FA93BH
6L €6 S S €LT 942 11 4 %6 A 9 L *V°1°I
8% 98 € S Z81 €82 (1) A 48 96 9 9 Teseq
saaquny
ape1H 9PpEIY apean 9pea apeay 9peay apeas apead ape1n IpEIH apeasn IpeId
puoo3s 38213 puodas I81Td puodag  3ISaATI puodas 3ISaATI puodds 3ISaTJ puodds  ISITJ
sTTdng 89888T) sT1dngd 89888T) sT¥dng 89888T)
89A®vH uyeH Axg

*y°1°I SA TesSed 103 sTTdng pue sISSETD JO SIqUNN pue STEFIIIBR

1039 °198lL




6Y
) peay-o3-4£T1eg peay-o03--A1ae] A ANAS |
joog uUBIFISWY
uBuWsaxo0J-3II0VS U0819339g-M0Y 1e8%qg
STeTI9IeN
L0?T 622 6 | 6 29T L2 134 <t *VeI'1
L9T 612 6 6 %02 88¢ el L1 Teseq
slaquny
apeas apead apeasn apeas apea)y apeas apeas apeas
puodas 18113 puod3s 18113 puodas I18aTd puodas 18114
sTrdng 8388EBT) sTTdng 89888BT)
1924uw], ZOTMITNANZEY
(penugjuocd) T0:9 °1qel
e OO T OO D = & &3 m/m 3 3 =1 =3




persist in order to gain some information about the comparability of the
tw groups. Non-persists or dropouts were defined as those pupils for
vhom complete data were gathered during the first grade phase of the
study but whc failed to complete all of the tests during the second grade.
Persists were those pupils on vhom complete data were gathered during
both the first and second grade phases of the study. An analysis of
variance was performed within projects to determine wvhether or not non-
persists differed significantly from persists in achievement at the end
of the first grade. The analysis also made possible a determination of |
whether or not significant treatment (I.T.A. versus Bagsal) by status
(dropouts versus persists) interactions were found to exist in the various
projects. Significant treatment by status interactions would indicate }
that the relationship between Basal and I.T.A. pupils among the persists

was different from the relationship between Basal and I.T.A. pupils among

the non-persists. In an extreme case a significant interaction might

indicate that I.T.A. pupils were significantly better achievers than

Basal pupils among the persists while just the reverse was true for the

non-persists. Such information would be vital for interpreting the

second grade phase of the study.

The aralysis of variance for the first grade Stauford measures is
reported in Table 6:02. In the first two projects no differences in
first grade achievement were found between the non-persists and the
persists. In the last three projects, however, many differences favor-
ing the persists were found to be significant. However, only five
significant treatment by status interactions were found among the five
projects. This analysis indicates that those pupils who persisted in
the study are somewvhat superior in achievement to those pupils who
dropped out after the first grade phase of the study. However, the
relationship between the achievement of I.T.A. and Basal pupils among
persists is genmerally similar to the relationship between I.T.A. and
Basal pupils among the non-persists.

PR

The various means for the persists and non-persists are presented
in Table 6:03. The reasons for the five significant status by treat-
ment interactions are evident. In Mazurkiewicz's project the Basal
dropouts were far superior to the I.T.A. dropouts on the Vocabulary and
Word Study Skiils subtests, while among persists Basal pupils vwere only
slightly superior. The three significant interactions in Tanyzer's
project arise from the fact that in each case I.T.A. pupils are slightly
superior to Basal pupils among non-persists, but are greatly superior
among persists. The five significant interactions indicate non-
representative retention and must be considered in interpreting the
findings.

The next step in the analysis was the determination of wvhether or
not treatment differences existed on the seven premeasures utilized in
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the investigation. This across projects analysis cf premeasures is
reported in Table 6:04. Treatment differences were found on the
phonemes, letter names, and learning rate tests. Significant differ-
ences favored the I.T.A. treatment cn the phonemes test while the Basal
group was superior in performance on the letter names and learning
rate tests. These findings suggest that an analysis of covariance
might be useful in analyzing treatment differences because of the dif-
ferences in readiness for reading exhibited by the I.T.A. and Basal
treatments. Table 6:04 also reveals that girls demonstrated superior
readiness for reading as evidenced by performance on the phonenes,
letter names, identical forms, ard Pintner~Cunningham Intelligence
Test. Significant project differences indicate that pupils wvary
considerably ia their readiness for reading from project to project.
The means on the various readiness tests are presented in Tabie 6:05.
Except for the three premeasures on vhich significant differences

were found between treatments, performance of the I.T.A. and Basal
groups was very similar. Means for bovs and girls on the readiness
measures are presented in Table 6:06. Girls demonstrated superior
readiness on all measures except the word meaning test.

The across projects analysis of variance on the Stanford measures
is summarized in Table 6:07. Treatment differences for both first
grade and second grade measures are reported in the table. The table
reveals a number of significant differences favoring girls on the
achievement measures. At the end of first grade girls were signifi-
cantly superior on tests of word recognition, paragraph meaning,
spelling, and word study skills. At the end of second grade girls
were superior on tests of word recognition, paragraph meaning, spell -
ing, word study skills, and language. Tor these particular projects
and these particular treatments the superiority of girls on the achieve~-
ment measures is amazingly consistent. However, the sex by treatment
interactions are found to be negligible on all measures. This would
indicate that girls are superior on the average for both the Basal and
I1.T.A. treatments. Neither treatment has a unique influence on the

achievement of either boys or girls.

Another interesting finding from Table 6:07 involves project
differences. Significant project differences were found on four of
the five first grade measures. However, only the language subtest
showed significant differences after the second grade even though
projects differed significantly in pupil readiness for reading as
reported in Table 6:04.

Table 6:07 also yields information concerning treatment by project
interactions. The interpretation of treatment differences in the across
projects analysis is excremely 2ifficult in the presence of significant
treatment by project intetactions. A significant interaction ind.cates
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that treatments are operating differentially among the five projects.
As Table 6:07 reveals, significant treatment by project interactions
were found on first grade measures of word recognition, paragraph mean-
ing, spelling, and word study skills. Significant treatment by project
interactions at the end of second grade were found for the measures of
paragraph meaning, word study skills, and language. A discussion of
the analysis of second grade treatment differences on measures for
vhich significant interactions were found will be provided in a later
section of this chapter.

Be-ause no interactlons were found between treatment and project
on the second grade word recognition and spelling subtests, the across
project:s analysis can be used to discuss thes: treatment differences.
The pupils in the I.1.A. treatment were significantly superior in word
recognition at the end of the second g.- de. The I.T.A. pupils were
also superior in spelling achievement after the second grade. The
superiority of 1.T.A. pupils in spelling is especially interesting
because it reverses the trend from the first grade phase of the study.
After one year of instruction the Basal pupils were superior in terms
of spelling achievement. The actual differences in means for the I.T.A.
and Basal pupils are reported on Table 6:08 Reference to the norms of
the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary II Bactery, Form W, reveals that
the differences in word recognition amount to about two months growth
vhile I.T.A. pupils are approximately three months advanced in spelling.

Because significant treatment differences were found on certain
measures of pupil readiness, an across projects covariance aralysis was
the next step. This covariance analysis was similar to the analysis of
variance just described except that the seven premeasures were used as
covariates. This stage of the analysis was designed to determine
vhether or not treatment differences existed after adjustments were
made for differences between treatments in readiness for reading. The
results of this analysis are recorded in Table 6:09. The {i:st line of
the table reports F ratios and P values for differences in achievement
between boys and girls. The only significant sex difference in achieve-
ment was found for the second grade sp2lling test. Girls were found to
be superior spellers at the »ud of second grade even after adjustments
were made for differences 1. readiness at the beginning of first grade.
A comparison of the sex differences as recorded in Table 6:07 and Table
6:09 illustrates that sex differences in achievement at the end of first
grade and second grade appear to be a reflection of sex difference: in
readiness at the beginning of first grade. As Table 6:07 indicates,
girls are ruperior on almost all measures of achievement at the end of
the first grade and at the end of the second grade. However. these
differences almost all disappear vhen prereading differences in readi-
ness are taken into account. The actual means for boys and girls are
recorded in Table 6:10. The first two lines of the table report actual
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achievement on each of the measures. The last two lines on the table
report means adjusted for differences in readiness. A comparison of the
unadjusted and adjusted means demonstrates how boys and girls become
more alike in achievement when premeasure differences in readiness are
taken into account.

Adjusting for differences in readiness for reading also results
in significant project differences on each of the achievement measures.
The mean achievement of projects combpining both I.T.A. and Basal treat-
ments differs significantly. In this case adjusting scores statistic-
ally to account for project differences in readiness for rezding had
the effect of bringingabout increased variability amcng projects in
reading achievement. Fewer project differences were found on achieve-
ment measures in the analysis of variance reported in Table 6:07.

The covariance analysis reported in Table 6:09 also had the effect
of reducing treatment by project interactions. The treatment by project
interaction on the second grade paragraph meaning test is no longer
significant. The degree of interaction has also been reduced on the
second grade measures of word study skills and language. Pupils in the
I.T.A. and Basal treatments were found not to differ significantly in
performance on the paragraph meaning test. However, the difference
between the means favors the I.T.A. group as illustrated in the last
two lines of Table 6:08. Significant differences are also found to
favor the I.T.A. group in word recognition and spelling. The actual
means for these subtests are also given in Table 6:08.

Because of the significant project by treatment interactions on
the word study skills test and the language *est, a within projects
analysis was conducted. The findings of the analysis of covariance
using all seven premeasures as covariates are presented in Table 6:11.
No significant treatment differences were found for the second grade
word study skills and language tests in four of the five projects.

In the fifth project, however, the I.T.A. pupils were significantly
superior in performance on these two tests. The actual means are
prescnted in Table 6:12.

The means for each treatment within each project reveal the reasons
for the significant treatment by project interactions on the word study
skills and language subtests. On the word study skills test I.T.A.
pupils were appreciably superior in projects ome and four, slightly
superior in project three, similar in achievement to Basal pupils in
project tw and inferior in project four. On the language test I.T.A.
pupils were considerably superior in project five, slightly superior in
project three, but inferior in projects one, tw, and four. It is
obvious that reither treatment is uniquely effective in producing
achievement on these two measures.
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This within projects analysis as reportad in Tables 6:11 and 6:12
presents iuportant information not apparent in the across projects
analysis. This analysis makes possible comparisons between specific
Basal programs and specific I.T.A. programs which were used in any
given project,

The within projects analysis also reports the extent of the treat-
ment differences in each project. Table 6:12 reveals that although in
the across projects analysis, I.T.A. pupils were significantly superior
on the word recognition test, only three of the five projects contrib-
uted to that finding. Projects directed by Hahn and ilayes showed the
two treatments to “e almost identical. On the other hand, the I.T.A.
pupils were better spellers in all five projects.

Additional tables reporting aspects of the within projects analysis
sre presented in the appendix.

Subssmple for 1.T.A. versus Basal

Informaticn about the pupils comprising the subsample for the
Basal versus I.T.A. comparison is presented in Table 6:13. Each of
the pupils in che subsample was administered individually the Gilmore
Oral Reading Test, the Fry Word List, and the Gates Word List.

An analysis of variance was conducted to determine whether or not
the I.T.A. and Basal subsamples differed significantly in their readiness
for reading. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 6:14.
Only one significant difference was fcund, that favoring I.T.A.pupils on
the phonemes test.

An analysis of covariance was used to evaluate treatment differences
on the Gilmore, Fry, and Gates tests. Scores on the seven premeasures
were used as covariates. Results are summarized in Table 6:15. Pupils
in the I.T.A. treatment were significantly superior in reading accuracy
and wrd recognition. Nu difference between treatments was found in
reading rate. Girls were superior to boys in rate of reading, the only
significant sex difference obtained. Actual treatment means are recorded
in Table 6:16. Differences between treatments in word recognition appear
to be substantial.

Qummary of Basal versus I.T.A. Comparison

Pupils taught in Basal programs and pupils taught in I.T.A. programs
did not differ significantly in reading comprehension at the end of the
second grade. The two groups likewise did not differ in rate of reading.
In general, the differences between the two groups in English usage and
in mechanics of punctuation were also found to be chance differences.
However, pupils whose initial instruction in reading utilized the Initial
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Table 6:13

Subjects Used for the Analysic of Subsample Measures
for the Basal vs I.T.A. Treatments

Project Treatment Males Females Total
Basal 17 17 34
Fry
I.T.A. 23 13 36
Basal 21 17 38
Hayes
I.T.A. 20 19 39
Basal 10 11 21
Mazurkiewicz
I.T.A. 10 14 24
Basal 10 8 18
Tanyzer
I.T.A. 18 14 32
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Table 6:16

Means on Subsample Measures
for Basal vs I.T.A. Treatments

Gilmore Gilmore Fry Gates
Treatment Accuracy Rate Word Word
List List
Unadjusted
Basal 41.937 88.658 21.000 26.766
I.T.A. 47.916%* 90.244 25.649%% 35.145%*%
Adjusted
(7 covariates)
Basal 42.300 87.952 21.195 26.856
I.T.A. 47.608%* 90.842 25.484%*% 35.069*%

* indicates .05 level of significance
*#%* indicates .0l level of significance
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the use of a regular code for initial instruction in reading produces
better-than-average ability to decode the printed word and encode the
spokeun language.

Basal versus Language Experience Comparison

The materials which comprised the Basal program in each of the
projects which had in common a Basal program and a Language Experience
program are reported in Table 6:17. In two of the three projects no
special basal series was prescribed. Teachers were encouraged to use
any of the current basal programs. The Language Experience approaches
also obviously differed in the way they were implemented from project
to project, but for purposes of the analysis they were assumed to be
similar treatments. Data from three projects were utilized for the
analysis of differences in achievement between Language Experience and
Basal approaches in the second grade phase of the study. Four projects
were used in the analysis of first grade differences in achievement
but one project had to be dropped because deviations from the prescribed
data card format made it impossible to collate first and second grade
data.

Ll

Table 6:17 also reports the number of classes and pupils in first
and second grades which comprised the Basal and Language Experience
treatments within each of the three projects. In two of the three pro-
jects substantial numbers of pupils were dropped from the second grade
phase of the study because of incomplete data even though they had
completed all tests during the first grade.

A comparison of first grade achievement of the persists and non-
persists is reported in Table 6:18. In the first project listed the
persists were significantly superior in achievement to the non-persists
on each of the five first grade achievement measures. A similar fird-
ing held true for the third project listed. Significant differences
favoring the persists were found for two of the five achievement meas-
ures in the second project. In general, therefore, the sample utilized

] in the second grade phase of the study was superior in achievement to
the group utilized in the first grade stage of the investigation.
However, only one of the fifteen treatment by status interactions was
found to be statistically signifiéant. The achievement of Basal and
Language Experience pupils among the persists exhibited the same
relationship to one another as the achievement of Basal and Language
Experience pupils among the non-persists.

Teaching Alphabet were significantly superior in word recognition skills
and spelling skills at the end of the second grade. Pupils in the I.T.A.
treatment were significantly superior in performance on the Stanford Word
Meaning test, the Fry Test of Phonetically Regular Words, and the Gates
Test of High Frequency Words. Furthermore, significant differences
favored the I.T.A. group on the Stanford Spelling test. It appears that
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The treatment means within each status (non-persists or persists) |
for each project are reported in Table 6:19. The reason for the one j
significant interaction is evident. Among the dropouts in the second Q
study the Basal pupils were superior to the Language Experience students :
on the paragraph meaning test. However, among the persists the Language i
Experience pupils were superior to the Basal pupils. However, the
absence of significant interactions on fourteen of the fifteen variables
indicates that the attrition between the first and second grade should
have little effect on the analysis of treatment differences in second
grade achievement.

The first step in analyzing treatment differences between the
Language Experience and Basal approaches consisted of an across projects
analysis of variance on the premeasures. This analysis was designed to
determine whether or not pupils in the two treatments were equivalent
in reading readiness. The results are summarized in Table 6:20. Only
one significant treatment difference on the premeasures was found, that
favoring the Basal approach on the identical forms test. Taken as a
group, the three projects were successful in assigning pupils of equal
prereading capability to the Basal and Language Experience treatments.
The across projects means are presented in Table 6:21. Although only
one treatment difference was significant, the pupils in the Language
Experience approach were somewhat superior on gix of the seven
prereading measures.

The analysis of variance on premeasures also indicated that sig-
nificant project differences were found on six of the seven readiness
tests. Pupils differed significantly from one project to another in
their readiness for reading. Sex differences were found on three of
the seven premeasures. Girls were significantly superior in perform-
ance on the letter names and identical forms tests, while boys demon-
strated supariority on the Metropolitan Meaning test. The actual
means according to sex are presented in Table 6:22. Girls were super-
jor in performance on six of the seven measures although only two of
the differences were statistically significant.

SRl shtiaha . aida sl

The across projects analysis of variance of Stanford measures is

reported in Table 6:23. Again an evaluation was made of differences
in achievement at the end of both the first and second grades. Signif-
icant project differences were found on each of the measures. Significant
sex differences favoring girls were found in achievement as measured by
the first grade paragraph meaning test, the first grade spelling test,
and the second grade spelling test. Mean achievement of boys and girls

- on the Stanford measures is reported in Table 6:24. As a general rule,
girls were superior on the achievement measures at the end of first
grade and second grade although in most cases the differences were not
statistically significant. Again no significant sex by treatment inter-
actions were found to exist. The superiority of girls is consistent
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across treatments and neither the Basal nor Language Experience treat-
ment has a unique effect on the achievement of either sex.

The analysis of variance revealed no signif icant differences in
achievement between Language Experience and Basal pupils on any of the
second grade measures. Although Language Experience pupils were super-
ifor in word recognition and reading comprehension at the end of the
first grade, these differences have disappeared by the end of the
second grade. Furthermore, no treatment by project interactions were
found to be statistically significant. The two treatments operated
in the same fashion across the three projects in this section of the

study.

Because some slight differences in readimess for reading favored
the Language Experience pupils, a covariance analysis was conducted.
This analysis utilized all seven premeasures as covariates. The results
are summarized in Table 6:25. One effect of the covariance analysis was
to erase all significant differences related to sex except for achieve~
ment in first grade spelling and vocabulary. As was true in most of the
analyses of sex differences in this study, adjusting for differences in
reading readiness eliminated differences in first and second grade read-
ing atdlity. The adjusted means in Table 6:24 indicate that similarity
in mean achievement for boys and girls when differences in readiness are

taken into account.

Table 6:25 also reveals significant project differences in achieve-
ment on each of the variables even thouzh differences in pupil readiness
for reading were adjusted statistically. Treatment by project inter-
actions, however, are non-signif icant in each case. Moreover, no sig-
nificant treatment differences exist for auy secoud grade achievement
measures. The adjusted means in the last two lines of Table 6:26 in-~
dicate how similar the Basal and Language Experience pupils were in
achievement after the second grade wuhen adjustments were made for
differences in reading readiness.

Since no project by treatment interactions were found to be statis-
tically signif icant, there was no need for a within projects analysis.
However, such an analysis was conducted and information pertinent to
this analysis is presented in the appendix. The reader 1is encouraged
to study the tables vhich preseat within projects information because
they reveal information which cannot be gathered from the across pro-
jects analysis discussed in this chapter. The similarities or differ-
ences between readiness of Basal and Language Experience pupils within
each project are presented. Furthermore, the effectiveness of the Basal
and Language Experience treatments can be evaluated within each of the
projects. Since these programs differed from project to project it
wuld be of interest to note how each of the treatments fared in each of
the three projects involved in this comparison.
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The treatment means for each project are reported in Table 6:27. 1
The similarity of the Language Experience and Basal pupils in second ;
grade achievement is very consistent among the three projects.
Subsample for Language Experience versus Basal A
A sample from each treatment was administered individually the

Giimore Oral Reading Test and the Fry Word List. The Gates test was

not administered in one project and therefore no analysis of treatment

differences on that test was undertaken. Furthermore, one of the

three projects which comprised the Basal versus Language Experience

treatment comparison was not utilized at this phase of the investiga-

tion because of clerical errors in card punching. The number of boys

and girls in each treatment within each project is reported in Table

6:28.

To determine whether or not the Language Experience and Basal
pupils could be considered equal in readiness for reading an analysis
of variance was conducted on the scores from the seven premeasurec.
The results of this analysis are presented in Table 6:29. Only one
significant difference, that favoring the Basal treatment on the
identical forms test, was found. Therefore, the two groups were very
similar in their readiness for reading.

An analysis of covariance was conducted on the individual outcome
measures to determine whether differences existed between the Basal
and Language Experience treatments in pupil performance on the Gilmore
accuracy, Gilmore rate, and Fry word list measures of reading achieve-
ment. All seven premeasures were used as covariates in this analysis
which is presented in Table 6:30.

Treatment differences on the Gilmore accuracy and Gilmore rate
scores were not statistically significant. The Language Experience
pupils were significantly superior on the Fry word list. The unadjusted
and adjusted means for the Basal and Language Experience pupils are re-
ported in Table 6:31. Each of the mean differences favor the Language
Experience approach although only the difference on the Fry word list
was statistically significant.

J] Summary of Basal versus Language Experience Comparison

F In general, no significant differences were found between the
Language Experience and Basal treatments in end-of -second -grade achieve-
ment. Pupils from the two treatments were found to be similar in spell-
ing ability, language ability, word study skiils, paragraph comprehension,

and word recognition. The pupils who comprised the Language Experience
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Table 6:28

Subjects Used for the Analysis of Subsample Measures
for the Basal vs Language Experience Treatments

Project Treatment Males Females Total

Basal 26 23 49
Cleland

Lang Expr 24 26 50

Basal 13 19 32 |
Hahn

Lang Expr 20 30 50




<6

“€/1 pPue T 91t wWopdaaJ JO sda189q °TOAST T0° °SHSTIIIse OM] €30UBdTITUSTS JO TOAST G(° S2IBOTPUT STIa3ISE
?uQ °T9A9T G0° €I93IST 9Sed I3MOT $9ouedTITUSTS JO TOA9T T(Q° SO3IBOTPUT 958D YdBd UF 133397 1e3rdey °w 10 K 4q

sorew ‘3 I10 g Aq soyewa3l ‘q 10 g £q Teseq ‘u 10 N £q po3edTpur Idouataadxy a8endue] SurioAey 90USI3IFTP IUBDTITU3TS s ALON
866G° 6LC" 9TY*® G99° (1) /A 6LT" oce’ £1S°1 61%° G69° Tsc yee1 €L’ T4 dX1IXS
oYL SOT* 666" 000° LS LTE" €00° *xxCST°6 L08" 090° 9¢6G*° 19:1 5 Tee” 6%6° dxlL
619° 8ye*® VAdN 6%1°¢ T9L° £60° L6T" SL9°T L8C" Tt 66¢C° LOE°T 1A% M LT9° dxs
20C° x%5C9°6 Vi 0oL~ 000° x%0LZ°6T 6S9° 96T° SY0°  x8L0°Y L19° osc’ %T0°®  x£0C°9 309foag
90L° ocy* 969° €St 1 %1 cLe” 09¢€* Y8’ LoL® [Ad% wLL*® ¢80° T1€9° [A XA IXS
6L9° LLT® 816° T10° [A VA LET® 900° 909.°L /A% LTE" TvL- oTT" 18 £ 6C%°  IudmeAl]
1T1e° GLS°T 65T° G99°1 9%1° (A% ard T90° £9s° ¢t 868° 910° VA% £96° €£06° GgTIC® Xag

d d d d d d d d d d d d d d

*‘dD°1 Sutuaisyi Suruesp
weySuagfuun) uelr10doalIap uejrrodoxlispn suioj TEeoTIuapI 93ey Buruaed] sauweN I93397 sawauoyd 309339
~I2uluyrd

sjuamjeax] 2°ouariadxy 93en8ue] sa [eseq IA03F arduesqng 103

soinseswa1g Uuo ddUBTIR) O STsATeuy s3dafoad Ss0adY

6C:9 °TqEl




£6

Q9T pPue T 21 WOPI31J JO S93a89Qq °TOA9T GO° *MNSTIaIse U0
¢20uedTITUSTS JO T[OAST T(Q° °3IBOTPUT SHSTASISE OAJ °TOAST GO° 19319 9SEBD IaMOT $90UBDTITUSTS
JO TOA9T T(Q° SO3IBOTPUT 9SED UOEd UT 193397 Tearde) *w 1o | £q @1em ‘I 10 g £q STEWI]

-¢q 10 g £q TEseg ‘u 10 N £Aq pa3edFpur oouataadxy o3enSue] SBurioAey 20UaAIFITP IUBDTITU3TS $HION
18T° €08°1 G8T* TLL°T TET® €0€"¢C dXILXS
690° 194 3 3 194 16%° cece” 2L6° axl
%19° 9¢¢° LET® 8c¢c°¢ 806 ° t£10° dXxs
- £ 9cy° 5¢0° »9€8°Y Ly’ 61S° 309foag
£00° »¥GT8°8 c8e” 69L° 1¢T° [A% A4 IXS
8%0° ug9g96 ° ¢ L6S* 18¢° £80° 8€0°¢ Juswleal]
gcL: 9¢1° 10} £oL” %<9° coe’ X3S

d d d d d d
ISTT paoM Lag ajey °a0WId £oe'anddy 2a0WTTH

(s@3eTaeaod /) uostaedwo) sousraadxy o8enBue] sA [eseqg 103

soansesy oyduesqng uo 2OUBTIBAO) JO SEsLTeuy s3joafoag ssoidy

0£:9 °1qelL




Table 6:31
Means on Subsample Measures

for Bzsal vs Language Experience Treatments

Treatment Gilmore Gilmore Fry
Accuracy Rate Word
List
Unadjusted
Basal 40.111 93.481 25.778
Lang Expr 42,990 95.180 27.260%
Adjusted
(7 covariates)
Basal 39.976 93.248 25.681
Lang Expr 43.099 95.369 27.338*%

* indicates .05 level of cignificance
*% jindicates .0l level of significance

9%
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subsample were found to be significantly superior on the Fry word list,
but this superiority in word recognition did not exist on the Stanford
Achievement Test. Achievement after two years of instruction in these
tw quite different programs was very similar. The similarity in
achievement included the measures of reading, which might reasonably be
expected to favor the Basal approach, and the measures of writing
(spelling and language), which might reasonably be expected to favor
the Language Experience approach.

Basal versus Linguistic Comparison

A description of the materials comprising the Basal and Linguistic
groupings is presented in Table 6:32. Three different basal programs
were used in the three projects. However, for purposes of the analysis
the programs were assumed to be similar. Four different programs were
used in the three projects as part of the Linguistic method group. In
addition, pupils in the Fries, Bloomfield-Barnhart, and Singer materials
transfered to basal materials when they completed the Linguistic program.
Therefore, the issue in this analysis involves the relative effectiveness
of initial instruction in Linguistic materials (see Chapter IV for
characteristics) and typical basal materials. The assumption is made
that any advantage or disadvantage resulting from initial instruction in
a Linguistic program will carry over into wvhatever program pupils next
encounter.

Information is also given in Table 6:32 concerning the numbers of
classes and pupils for the Basal and Linguistic treatments in each of the
projects. Attrition was substantial in each of the projects as evidenced
by the decrease in numbers of students and classes. For the second grade
phase of the study fifty-one classes were utilized.

A comparison of the achievement of those pupils who dropped out
after the first grade and those who persisted in the study is reported
in Table 6:33. The persists were statistically superior in the first
grade achievement on each of the achievement measures in each of the
projects. Therefore, those pupils who participated in the second grade
phase of the study are somewhat superior to the pupils who participated
only in the first grade phase of the study. However, only four treatment
by status interactions were significant, each of these at the .05 level
of significance.

The reason for these significant interactions can be found in Table
6:34. The significant interaction on the word meaning variable in
Ruddell's project results from the fact that among dropouts or non-
persists Basal pupils were superior to Linguistic pupils, vhile among
persists just the reverse was true. This finding indicates some selec~
tivity in retention and must be considered in interpreting the second-
grade results. This same selectivity shows up on all of the first-grade
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achievement measures in Ruddell's project. The Basal non-persists were
superior to the Linguistic non-persists vhile Linguistic persists were
equal to or superior to Basal persists. There was little or no evidence
of this type of non-representative retenticn in the other projects in-
volved in the Basal versus Linguistic comparison.

The first step in the evaluation of Linguistic and Basal programs
was to perform an analysis of variance on the premeasures. This ana-
lysis was performed blocking on sex, treatment, and project. The re-
sults of the analysis are reported in Table 6:35. No sex differences
in readiness for reading were reported for the pupils in these three
projects. This is a somewhat unusual finding. In most of the projects
represented in this study girls vwere superior in readiness for reading.
Significant project differences were found for six of the seven pre-
measures indicating that pupils differed in their readiness for reading
among the three projects. No treatment differences were found in read-
iness. This finding demonstrates the similarity in readiness for read-
ing of the Basal and Linguistic pupils, a fact further demonstrated by
the similarity of treatment means as recorded in Table 6:36. The mean
performance on the readiness measures of boys and girls is presented in
Table 6:37. Although none of the sex differences were signif icant,
girls scored better on six of the seven measures.

The analysis of variance on Stanford measures is summarized in
Table 6:38. This analysis was also conducted blocking on sex, treat-
ment and project. Treatment differences in achievement were analyzed
for both first and second grade measures. The table reveals signifi-
cant project differences in first grade word recognition, second grade
word recognition, second grade paragraph meaning, first grade knowledge
of vocabulary, first grade spelling, first grade study ckills, and
second grade word study skills. No significant sex differences were
found on any of the achievement measures. This £finding is again unusual
contrasted with the findings of the other basal versus non-basal treat-
ment interactions indicating that the treatments operated in the same
fashion within each of the projects, thereby making possible an analysis
of treatment differences across the three projects.

No significant treziment differences were found on any of the first
grade or second grade measures of achievement. In actual achievement,
after one year or two years of instruction, pupils in the Basal programs
and Linguistic programs did not differ significantly in achievement.

The simiiarity of the Linguistic and Basal means is revealed in the
first two rows of Table 6:39. Some of the slight differences favored
the Basal approach while others favored the Linguistic approach but no
overall trend was evident.
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Despite the absence of treatment d {ferences in readiness for read-
irs a covariance analysis was conducted. This analysis was iesigned to
determine whether or not treatment differences existed across projects
if scores were adjusted for differences in readiness. The results of
this covariance analysis are summarized in Table 6:40. The use of the
covariance techniaue re~ulted in one significant sex difference, that
favoring girls on the paragraph meaning test. No differences in achieve-
ment between boys and girls were fouud on an; of the other measures.
Significa .: project differences were found for each of the first grade
and second grade measures. Significant treatment by project interactiomns
were now found for the wrd recognition variable in both the first and
second grades and the spelling veriable in the second grade. Therefore,
an analysis of the treatment differences on these two variables camndt
be made unambiguously. A within projects analysis, which will be re-
ported in the next section of this chapter was necessary to analyze
differences on these achievement measures.

However, treatment by project interactions were not significant for
the second grade measures of paragraph meaning, word study skille, or
language. Therefore, an analysis of treatment differences for these
variables wms possible. No differences between the Basal and Linguistic
treatments wre found for the paragraph meaning test administered at the
end of the secor " grade. Statistically significant differences were
found to favor tie Basal approach on the wrd study skills test and the
Tinguistic approach on the language test after tw years of instruction.
The ad;justed means corresponding to this phase of the analysis are fcund
in che last two lines of Table 6:39. Reference to the norms of the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, indicate a superiority of
approximately one month for the Basal group in word study skills and &
superiority of approximately one month for the Linguistic group in per~
formance on the language test. These differences are negligible after
tw years of instruction.

The mean achievement for boys and girls on each of the measures is
presented in Table 6:41. The first two lines of the table present un-
adjusted means which show a trend favoring girls although none of the
differences were significant. The last two lines of the table present
achievement means adjusted for differences in readiness. Again the
differences tend to favor girls although the means are more similar,
Only one significant difference, that favoring girls on the first grade
paragraph meaning test, was found.

Because significant treatment by project interactions were found
for the second grade word recognition and spelling variables, s+ within
projects analysis of covariance was conducted. This analysis is re-
ported in Table 6:42. A significant treatmert difference on the second
grade word recogniticx test favored the Linguistic approach in one of
:he three proiects. No differences were found between treatments in
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the other two projects. Significant treatment Aifferences on the second
grade spelling test favored the Linguistic approach in two of the three
projects. No difference between treatments on the sip=lling test was
found for the other project. Table 6:42 also reveals that the infrequent
significant treatment differences generally favored the Linguistic group
in two projects but the Basal pupils in the third project.

The explanation for the treatment by project interaction on the
word recognition test can be found in Table 6:43. This table reports
the unadjusted and adjusted means on each of the achievement variables
for each of the three projects. The adjusted means for the word recog-
nition variable indicate that the Linguistic treatment resulted in
higher word recognition skills for two projects but the reverse was
true in the other project. The explanation for the treatment by pro-
ject interaction on the second grade spelling variable is also evident.
In the first project the Linguistic group was superior, in the second
project slight differences favored the Basal treatment, and in the
third project the Linguistic pupils were significantly better spellers.

There was evidence of similar treatment by project interactions on
the paragraph meaning, word study skills, and language subtests, although
none of these reached statistical significance. It is evident that the
two treatments operated differently from project to project, perhaps
because the Linguistic materials were quite different in the various
projects.

Other tables pertinent to the within projects analysis are included
in the appendix.

Subsample for Linguistic versus Basal

Information about the pupils comprising the sample for the individ-
ual measures is provided in Table 6:44. Each of the pupils in the sub-
sample was administered individually the Gilmore Oral Reading Test, the
Fry Word List, and the Gates Word List. An analysis of variance was
conducted to determine whether or not the Linguistic and Basal subsamples
differed significantly in their readiness for reading. The results of
this analysis are presented in Table 6:45. Only one significant differ-
ence was found, that favoring the Basal treatment on the Metropolitan
Listening Test. An analysis of covariance, utilizing all seven premeas-
ures as covariates, is reported in Table 6:46. No treatment by project
interactions were found to be significant. Therefore, the treatments
appeared to operate in the same fashion across projects. No differences
were found between treatments in reading rate or reading accuracy as
measured by the Gilmore Oral Reading Test. However, significant differ-
ences favoring the Linguistic treatment were found in performance on the
Fry Word List and the Gates Word List. Linguistic pupils recognized a
significantly greater number of words in isolation after the second year
of instruction. Treatment means are repo-ted in Table 6:47.
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Subjects Used for the Analysis of Subsample Measures

Table 6:44

for the Basal vs Linguistic Treatments

Project Treatment Males Females Total
Basal 12 8 20
Ruddell
Linguistic 11 6 17
Basal 21 23 44
Schneyer
Linguistic 19 26 45
Basal 23 26 49
Sheldon
Linguistic 42 53 95
114
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Table 6:47
Means on Subsample Measures

for Basal vs Linguistic Comparison

Treatment Gilmore Gilmore Fry Gates
Accuracy Rate Word Word
List List
Unadjusted
Basal 38.681 85.752 22.965 24,159
Linguistic 36.745 95.408 23.924 26.656
Adjusted
(7 covariates)
Basal 38.142 85.088 22,552 23,562
Linguistic 37.134 95.886 24,220% 27.086%*

* indicates significance at .05 level
** indicates significance at .0l level
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Summary of Basal versus Linguistic Comparison

The Linguistic and Basal treatments operated in a different fashion
from project to project. In general, Linguistic pupils were somewhat
better in the skills of word recognition and speliing but this finding
was by no means unequivocal. No differences were found in reading
comprehension. Basal pupils were generally superior in word study skills,
an unusual finding in light of the slight superiority of Linguistic
pupils in spelling and word recognition.

Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic Comparison

The relative effectiveness of the Phonic/Linguistic program pub-
lished by the Lippincott Company was assessed by comparing the achieve-
ment of pupils in this program with the achievement of pupils swho used
Basal reading programs in the same project. Table 6:48 indicates that
the particular program utilized for the Basal treatment was the
' same in each of the two projects. Only two projects used both
Basal and Phonic/Linguistic materials during the second grade phase of
the project although three had been involved in tl- Basal versus Phonic/
Linguistic comparison during the first grade phase of the study. Second
grade data were not collected in one of the three projects.

The number of pupils enrolled in each of the treatments wvithin each
of the tw projects is indicated in Table 6:48. Considerably fewer
students comprised the second grade population in each of the two studies.
Moreover, all pupils in two of the five first grade classes in one pro-
ject were lost. The number of classes and individuals involved in the
Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic comparison is considerably smaller than
the number of pupils involved in other basal versus non-basal comparisons.

A comparison was made of the first grade achievement of those pupils
who persisted in the study through grade tw and those pupils who dropped
out after grade one. This information is reported in Table 6:49. The
persists were significantly superior to the non-persists on all five
measures of first grade achievement in each of the two projects. There-
fore, the second grade sample is some what superior in scholastic achieve-
ment to the sample utilized in the first grade phase of the study. How-
ever, none of the treatment by status interactions (persists versus
non-persists) were significant. The means for the dropouts and persists
for each treatment within each prciject are reported in Table 6:50. In
general, the same relationship existed between mean achievement of
Phonic/Linguistic and Basal pupils in the drovout and persist categories.
However, there is a tendency in the first project for Basal non-persists
to be equal to or superior to Phonic/Linguistic non-persists, while Rasal
persists are quite inferior to Phonic/Linguistic persists in first grade
achievement. This somewhat non-representative relation should be

considered in interpreting the findings.
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An across projects analysis of variance was conducted on the pre-
measures to determine whether or not the Basal and Phonic/Linguistic
treatments differed significantly in readiness for reading. Table 6:51
reveals that the Phonic/Linguistic pupils were superior in performance
on the phonemes test and on the identical forms test. No differences
were found between treatments or. the five other readiness measures.

The means for each treatment on each variable are presented in Table
6:52. The two treatments are very similar in letter names, learning
rate, wrd meaning, listening, and intelligence. Since the two groups
are so much alike in readiness for reading, the use of readiness meas-
ures as covariates in a covariance analysis might be expected to yield
results very similar to those obtained in a simple analysis of variance
technique.

The first line of Table 6:51 indicates that girls were significantly
superior in performance on the letter names, learning rate, identical
forms, and intelligence tests. This finding follows the general trend
which shows girls to be superior in readiness for reading. However, no
ax by treatment interactions were found. The actual means according
to sex are recorded in Table 6:53. Girls were superior in terms of
actual mean achicvement on six of the seven readiness measures, although
only two of these differences were statistically significant. Boys were
somewhat superior on the word meaning test.

The results of the analysis of variance on the Stanford Achievement
measures are recorded in Table 6:54. Mean performance on both first
grade and second grade achievement measures was evaluated. A somevuhat
unusual finding was that no significant project differences in achieve-
ment were noted. This finding runs counter to the general finding in
most of the basal versus non-basal comparisons. However, only two
projects were involved in this particular comparison. The first line of
the table reveals that sex differences were found in achievement on the
paragraph meaning test at both testing points. Girls were superior to
boys in reading comprehension at the end of the first and second grade.
Sex differences favoring girls were also found in spelling achievement
at the end of both the first and second grades. Girls were also found
to be superior in performance on the language subtest at the end of the
second grade. Mean achievement for the two sexes on each of the meas-
ures is reported in Table 6:55. The first two lines of the table report
the means pertinent to this discussion. In actual performance girls
were superior on each of the achievement measures at each of the two
testing points although in many cases the differences were not
statistically significant.

Significant treatment by project interactions were found for the
second grade measures of word recognition, paragraph meaning, and lan-
guage. As a result, treatment differences across projects for these
variables could not be interpreted unambiguously. Therefore, only the
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eecond grade measures of spelling and word study skills can be discussed
at this point of the analysis. Significant differences in achievemeant
on both of these measures favored the Phonic/Linguistic program. The
difference in mean achievement is reported in Table 6:56. Reference to
the norms of the Stanford Achievement Test, Form W of the Primary
Battery 1I, indicates that the raw score difference in second grade
spelling is equivalent to approximately five months growth in terms of
grade scores. Mean achievement for the Basal and Phonic/Linguistic
pupils on the word study skills is equivalent to grade scores of 2.9 and
3.6 or a difference of approximately seven months in achievement on this
test.

To analyze differences between treatments on the word recognitionm,
paragraph meaning, and language subtests of the Stanford Achievenment
Test, Primary Battery II, an analysis of covariance across . rojects was 4
i] conducted. It was hoped that the covariance analysis. using all seven

premeasures as covariates, wuld erase the project by treatment inter-

[ actions found in the analysis of variance. The results of this covar-
iance analysis are summarized in Table 6:57. None of the project by
treatment interactions was now significant. Adjusting statistically

for differences in readiness for reading had the desired results of

] erasing these interactions and making possible an interpretation of the

analysis of treatment differences for the wrd recognitior paragraph

meaning, and language subtests. Again the Phonic/Linguistic treatment

was superior in achievement on each of these measures after two years of
instruction. The extent of the superiority is revealed in the last two
lines of Table 6:56. The adjusted means show a difference favoring the

Phonic/Linguistic approach of approximately 4 raw score points on the

wrd recognition test. Reference to the norms of the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test indicate this difference to be roughly equivalent to four
months growth. The raw score difference of approximately five on the
paragraph meaning test is roughly equivalent to a grade score difference
of .3. The mean achievement of the Basal group on the language subtest
is equivalent to a grade score of 3.1 vhile the Phonic/Linguistic mean
achievement is equivalent to a grade score of 3.7. For this particular
treatment comparison differences in achievement are substantial.
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The covariance analysis described in Table 6:57 indicates that no
gex differences in achievement are significant after differences in
achievement on the premeasures have been a ‘usted. This finding again
supports the general conclusion that girls’ superiority in reading after
one or tw years of instruction is related to their superiority in
readiness for reading at the beginning of the first grade. When adjust-
pents are made statistically for differences between sexes in readiness
for reading, no differences in achievement are found. The similarity
[ cf adjusted means for boys and girls on the Stanford measures is indicated
L in the last two lines of Table 6:55.
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The use of the covariance analysis also resulted in significant
project differences in achievement. This finding is in contrast to the

findings of the analysis of variance where project differences generally
were not s‘gnificant,

Since in the analysis of covariance no treatment by project inter-
actions were significant, it was not necessary to perform an analysis
within projects. Nevertheless, such an analysis was conducted and
results are tabled in the appendix. The treatment means for each pro-
ject are reported in Table 6:58 for information. In light of the
superiority of the Phonic/Linguistic treatment in the across projects
analysis, it is surprising to note that Basal pupils in project one
actually scored better on the second grade measures of paragraph mean-
ing and language and performed just as well as Phonic/Linguistic pupils
on the word meaning test. However, when achievement scores are adjusted
for differences in readiness, the superiority of the Phonic/Linguistic
treatment is again apparent. The adjusted means consistently favor
Phonic/Linguistic pupils on each of the five second grade measures. The
reason for this turnabout is the substantial superiority in reading read-
iness exhibited by the Basal pupils in project one as reported in Table
6:59. In project two the Phonic/Linguistic pupils were superior in read-
ing readiness and the adjusted second grade achievement scores of Basal
and Phonic/Linguistic pupils reflect this situation.

No analysis of the individual outcome measures(Gilmore Oral Reading
Test, Gates Word List, and Fry Word List) was conducted for the Basal
versus Phonic/Linguistic treatment comparison. Deviations from the pre-
scribed format for punching data cards in one project made this analysis
impossible. However, information about treatment differences in achieve-
ment on these measures can be obtained from the final reports of the
projects in question.

Summary of Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic Comparison

Only two projects had in common a Basal treatment and a Phonic/
Linguistic treatment. Therefore, the results are *ased on fewer cases
than the results for the other basal versus non-basal comparisons.
However, the Phonic/Linguistic treatuwent in the two projects studied
produced superior achievement in reading, spelling, and general language
ability at the end of the second grade.
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The Practicality of Significant Differences

Many significant differences have been reported above for the
various basal versus non-basal comparisons. Differences were regarded
as being significant if they reached the .05 level of sjgunificance.
However, with the large number of comparisons involved ore would
expect a substantial number of differences to reach statistical sig-
nificance on the basis of chance alone. Furthermore, a large sample
was employed in this investigation. As a result, a relat .vely small
difference between treatments might be statistically significant. It
would be of interest to know how important the statistically reliable
differences reported are in a practical sense. In the discussion of
the results, unadjusted and adjusted means were given for each treat-
ment comparison. These means were based on raw scores for the various
achievement tests. Therefore, it is possible to note the degree of
disparity between means for the various basal versus non-basal com-
parisons. However, since the achievement measures were standardized
tests, normative information is also available. Each of the raw scores
can be translated into a grade equivalent score. It is therefore
possible to judge the practical significance of the differences in
terms of whether or not the mean achievement for each group would re-
sult in similar grade equivalents. Perhaps, two groups could obtain
a grade equivalent score of 2.9, even though a statistically signifi-
cant difference had been obtained in comparing the achievement means.
Relevant information concerning the grade equivalents for various raw
scores on each of the Stanford Tests is reported in Table 6:60.

Limitations

There are a number of limitations involved in interpreting the
findings of the analysis of methodology. A major limitation is that
not all treatments were represented in all projects, and as a result
it was not feasible to make direct comparisons between such treatments
as I.T.A. and Linguistic, Language Experience and Phonic/Linguistic, or
any other combination of innovative programs. The extreme project
differences in achievement would have made comparisons between treat-
ments found in different projects meaningless. As a result, it was
possible only to compare the various innovative treatments with the
basal treatment in each project. Of course, the comparisons between
certain innovative treatments have been made and reported in the
reports of the individual projects.

Another major limitation is that treatments labeled Linguistic,
Basal, and I.T.A. did not follow exactly the same program in each
project. The basal reader approach was considered a single treatment
even though a variety of programs were used in the various projects.
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Table 6:60 (continued)

Word
Meaning

No. Grade
Right Score

Paragraph
Meaning

No. Grade
Right Score

Spelling

No. Grade
Right Score

Word Study
Skills

No. Grade
Right Score

Language

No. rade

Right Score |

_

i

31 4.7
32 5.1
33 5.7
34 6.4
35 6.9
36 7.5+

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

.

WWwWwwwwwwNnbND
® ©
VIS WM OOWW

41
42
43
b4
45
46
47
48
49
50

O N N S L T UL L)
[ ]
O WNN=OONO

51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60

Moo~y O

+

~SNoononunnn i

- p—

31 2.4
32 2.4
33 2.5
34 2.6
35 2.7
36 2.8
37 2.9
38 3.0
39 3.1
40 3.3
41 3.4
42 3.5
43 3.6
44 3.7
45 3.9
46 4.0
47 4,2
48 4.5
49 4.8
50 5.0
51 5.2
52 5.4
53 4.6
54 5.8
55 6.0
56 6.3
57 6.5
58 6.7
59 7.0
60 7.2
61 7.4
62 7.5+
63

64

31 2.5
32 2.5
33 2.6
34 2.7
35 2.8
36 2.9
37 3.0
38 3.1
39 3.1
40 3.2
41 3.3
42 3.4
43 3.6
b4 3.7
45 3.8
46 3.9
47 4.1
48 4.2
49 4.4
50 4.5
51 4.6
52 4.8
53 4.9
54 5.0
55 5.1
56 5.2
57 5.4
58 5.6
59 5.8
60 6.0
61 6.2
62 6.4
63 6.6
64 6.8
65 7.0
66 7.2
67 7.5
68 7.5+
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Furthermore, materials within the Linguistic and I.T.A. categories also
differed from one investigation to another. The presence or absence of
significant treatment differences between a given basal and non-basal
program within a project may have been a result of the specific mater-
ials used in that project. It would be unusual indeed if all Basal,
1.T.A., or Linguistic programs were equally effective. Furthermore,
the Language Expcrience approach was not exactly the same instructional
program in the projects which utilized this treatment. The arbitrary
grouping of programs and materials should not disguise the fact that
differences existed in instructional programs given the same label.

Still another problem is involved in interpreting the findings
concerning transitional progzams such as the Initial Teaching Alphabet.
Ordinarily pupils wake th: transition from I.T.A. to traditional orthog-
raphy in late firsv grade or early second grade. Instruction for these
pupils then goes in many different directions including placement in
basal readers, language experiance approaches, or individualized reading
programs. Therefore, waen evaluation of reading ability takes place at
the end of the second grade, the typical I.T.A. pupil has had nearly as
much instruction in some program utilizing traditional orthography as he
has had in the Initial Teaching Alphabet. 1In this investigation achieve-
ment of I.T.A. pupils was compared with achievement in Basal programs.
In case: where differences were found, the question remains as to how
much of ke I.T.A. pupils' achievement at the end of the second grade is
a func:iou of his initial instruction in I.T.A. and how much is a func-
tion ov his later instruction in some other type of program., Similar
problens exist with certain of the Linguistic programs.

Tt should also be emphasized that evaluation of the various pro-
grams has been carried out only through the second grade., Terminal
reading ability camnot necessarily be predicted on the basis of read-
ing achievement after two years. The possibility exists that programs
vhich appear t» be superior in terms of achievement in the first grade
and second grade may lose that superiority in terms of reading ability
in later years. It 13 even possible that programs vhich appear superior
after the second grade actually turn cut to be less than adequate programs
by the end of sixth grade. Generaliziag about the effectiveness of the
programs must take into account the fact that the analysis to date has
considered only a relatively small segment of the developmental reading
program for elementary school pupils.

A limitation of most studies of this nature is that it is much more
difficult to measure attitudinal aspects of reading than the more mechan-
ical aspects of the reading act. Reading ability in this study has been
evaluated in terms of ability to recognize words, ability to comprehend
short paragraphs, and ability to read with speed and accuracy. Standard-
ized tests are available to measure these outcomes. However, the argument
could be advanced that a more important outcome of any reading program is
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the engendering iy pupils of a desire to read. Although measures of
ieading interest were collected by the project directors and are re-
corded in :tne individual reports of the projects, no analysis was made
of interest and attitude in the evaluation of reading achievement re-
ported in this volume. Probleus of reliability and validity with
respect to attitude measures make it very difficult at the primary
level to analyze these aspects of reading achievement.

The analiysis of methodology in this report involved comparing
Basal and innovative programs used in the same proiect. The very
nature of this analysis makes it appear likely that the newe. innova-
tive programs profited from whatever "Hawthorne effect" was operating
in any project. It is likzly that pupil awareness of experimentation,
parental interest, and teacher enthusiasm are more likely to be asso-
ciated with novel programs. Although efforts were made in the various
projects to make all programs equally novel and interesting, it is um-
likely that Basal programs were regarded with the same degree of inquiry
as wre the innovative programs.

In some instances there is a problem arising from non-representa-
tive retention. For some reason, non-persist pupils in one treatment
were better achievers in first grade than were non-persist pupils in
the other treatment while the reverse was true for pupils who persisted.
This non-representative retention may be a factor influencing the
results. Furthermore, in almost every instance, the pupils who per-
sisted through the second grade were significantly superior in first
grade achievement than were pupils lost during the second grade phase
of the study. Therefore, pupils on whom results are reported in this
study are superior to pupils from the participating projects in general.
The generalizability of the findings is therefore limited.
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Chapter VII

RELATIVE INFLUENCE OF TREATMENT AND PROJECT

The analysis described in this chapter ws designed to assess the
relative influence of project and method on mean achievement of pupils.
Information was sought concerning whether the project in vhich a
child learns ° re-d or the instructional program utilized is more
important in detcrwining his reading ability at the end cf the second
grade. The purpose of this analysis was to rank each of the programs
(Basal approaches, Linguistic programs, Phonic/Linguistic programs,
Language Experience approaches, and Initial Teaching Alphabet programs),
considering each program within each project to be a separate treatment.
For this section of the analysis, the same ten projects were used vhich
were utilized in the main analysis described in Chapter VI. Since each
of the ten projects had a Basal program as ome of its treatments, ten
Basal treatments are utilized in this phase of the jnvestigation. Each
of these Basal programs is considered a separate treatment. In addition,
this phase of the analysis used five I.T.A. treatments, three Language
Experience treatments, two Phonic/Linguistic treatments, and three
Linguistic treatments. Therefcre a total of twenty-three separate treat-
ments in ten projects were ranked in terms of mean pup’l performance on
the Word Meaning and Paragraph Meaning subtests from the Stanford
Achievement Test, Primary Battery II. '

This phase of the investigation utilized individuals as the experi-
mental unit. The first step was to calculate mean performance on the
Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test and second grade reading measures for
each treatment within each project. These twenty-three means were then
ranked in terms of performance on the test. The means differ slightly
from the means reported for each treatment within each project in the
main analysis (described in Chapter VI) for two reasons. First, indi-
viduals are used as the experimental unit in this analysis while class
means computed separately for boys and girls were used as experinental
units in the major analysis. Second, in this analysis all pupils on
vhom complete data were obtained for toth the first and second grade
comprised the sample. In the main analysis, class means btased on four
or fewer boys or girls vithin a class were elininated for reasons des-
cribted in Chapter IV. As a result, in many instances the class mcans
calculated for the analysis described in this chapter are tased on a
slightly larger number of cases. Nevertheless, mean achievement in
this phase of the investigation and in the major phase of the analysis
diifer very little.

The next step in this phase of the investigation was an analysis
of covariance using each of the seven premeasures (Pintner-Cunninghamn
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Intelligence, Murphy-Durrell Phonemes, Murphy-Durrell Letter Names,
Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate, Thurstone-Jeffrey Identical Forms,
Metropolitan Meaning, and letropolitan Listening) as covariates. The
covariance analysis was designed to adjust achievement scores for
treatment differences in readiness for reading. Again, the twenty-
three adjusted mean scores were ranked in terms of pupil achievement
on the Word Meaning and Paragraph Meaning tests.

The distributions of adjusted treatment means were studied to
determire the relative position of the various instructional programs
and the relative ranking of projects after pupil differences in readi-
ness were adjusted statistically. Interest was focused on vhether
jnstructional method or project was the more important factor in
determining the success or lack of success of a particular treatment
within a particular project. If a specific treatment (such as a Basal
reading program) produced relatively superior readers regardless of
the project in which it was included, this would terd to point up the
importance of method. If, on the cther hand, all of the treatments
within a particular project were relatively successful or unsuccessful,
this would tend to point up the importance of project or school system
rather than method.

Treatments Ranked on Mean Intelligence

Mean performance on the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test (adminis~
tered at the beginning of first grade) for each of the twenty-three
individual treatments is reported in Table 7:0l. Mean raw scores ranged
from 31.3 to 42.4, corresponding roughly to mental ages of 5-5 and 6-7.
The projects varied widely in pupil readiness for reading as measured
by this intelligence test.

The variable intelligence of pupils among the various projects
and treatments should be considered in interpreting the rank-ordered
mean scoras on the word meaning and paragraph meaning subtests. Assum-—
ing that the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test is a valid measure of
intelligence and assuming that intelligence is positively related to
reading achievement, it would not be reasonable to expect the same
achievement from the pupils in project G that would be expected from
pupils in project E.

The discussion of treatment differences which follows will give
first mean achievement ignoring these obvious treatmznt differences in i

intelligence. A second table will give mean scores adjusted statistic-—
ally for treatment differences in intelligence and in six other measures
of reading readiness.
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Table 7:01

Mean Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test Scores
for the Individual Basal, I.T.A., Language Experience,
Linguistic and Phonic/Linguistic Treatments

Raw
Rank Score N Project Treatment
1 42.4 108 H Basal
2 42.2 172 E I.T.A.
3 41.5 223 E Basal
4 41.4 151 J Phon/Ling
5 41.1 183 C Lang Expr
6 41.0 87 B Basal
7 40.8 207 J I1.T.A.
8 40,2 174 C I1.T.A.
9 39.9 190 C Basal
10 39.5 249 H Linguistic
11 38.6 77 F Basal
le 38.5 171 J Basal
13 38.3 212 A Basal
13 38.13 104 B I1.T.A.
15 36.9 170 A Lang Expr
16 36.8 199 I Lang Expr
17 36.5 181 1 Basal
18 36.3 52 D Basal
19 36.2 63 F Linguistic
20 34.0 75 D Phon/Ling
21 33.9 82 D I.T.A.
22 32.1 222 G Basal
23 31.3 260 G Linguistic
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Treatments Ranked on Mean Word Recognition Score

The twenty-three individual treatments are ranked in terms of
second grade performance on the word meaning subtest of the Stanford
Achievement Test, Primary Battery II in Table 7:02. This table reports
ranks for each of the treatments, mean raw score achievement for each
treatment and the grade equivalent for each treatment. The table also
reports for each of the treatments the nature of the methodology and
the project in which the treatment appears. Each of the ten projects
is represented by a capital letter. Project names are not given as
the purpose of this analysis was not to evaluate the relative effective-
ness of projects but to compare the relative influence of methodology
and projects in pupil achievenment.

Table 7:02 reveals that in terms of achievement (without consider-
ing differences among treatments and projects in pupil readiness for
reading) method rankings can be summarized as follows:

1. The Phonic/Linguistic program ranked first and second in terms
of absolute achievement.

2. I1.T.A. programs in the five projects ranked third, fifth,
seventh, eleventh, and fourteenth.

3. Language Experience progranms ranked third, seventh, and
twentieth.

4, Linguistic programs ranked thirteenth, seventeenth, and
twentieth.

5. Basal programs ranged from sixth through twenty-third.

An analysis of the rankings from the standpoint of project influence
reveals the followving:
1. Project A ranked third and sixth.
2. Project B ranked seventh and twelfth.
3. Project C ranked seventh, fourteenth, and sixteenth.
4. Project D ranked second, fifth, and ninth.
5. Project E ranked eleventh and fifteenth.
6. Project F ranked seventeenth and eighteenth.
G
H
I
J

=

7. Project G ranked nineteenth and twenty-second.
8. Project H ranked tenth and thirteenth.

9. Project I ranked twentieth and twenty-third.
10. Proiect J ranked first, third, and tventieth.

It should be emphasized again that the rankings discussed above do
not take into account differences among treatments and projects in pupil
readiness for reading. However, it is interesting to note that the mean
achievement of pupils in the various projects is not directly related to
the intelligence of the pupils. For example, each of the three treat-
ments from project D ranked relatively high in achievement even though
these same treatments ranked relatively low in ability as reported in
Table 7:01.
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Table 7:02

Unadjusted Word Meaning Scores for Each Basal, I.T.A.
Language Experience, Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic Treatment

Raw Grade
Rank Score Score Project Treatment

1 22.8 3.3 J Phon/Ling
2 22.6 3.3 D Phon/Ling
3 22.4 3.2 J I.T.A.

3 22.4 3.2 A Lang Expr
5 22.2 3.2 D I.T.A.

6 22.0 3.2 A Basal

7 21.3 3.1 B I.T.A.

7 21.3 3.1 C Lang Expr
9 21.1 3.1 D Basal
10 20.6 3.1 H Basal
11 20.5 3.1 E I.T.A.
12 20.4 3.0 B Basal
13 20.1 3.0 H Linguistic
14 20.0 3.0 C I.T.A.
15 19.6 3.0 E Basal
16 19.5 3.0 C Basal
17 18.9 2.9 F Linguistic
18 18.3 2.8 F Basal
19 18.1 2.8 G Basal
20 17.9 2.8 1 Lang Expr
20 17.9 2.8 J Basal

22 16.4 2.7 G Linguistic
23 16.3 2.7 I Basal




The adjusted word recognition scores and corresponding grade
equivalents are presented in Table 7:03. The scores in this table are
adjusted for differences in pupil readiness for reading. Adjusting
for differences in reading readiness increased the variability among
the twenty-three treatments represented. The grade equivalents range
from 2.7 to 3.8 as compared with a range of 2.7 to 3.3 among the
unadjusted scores.

A study.of the ranks among treatments reveals that:

1. The Phonic/Linguistic treatment ranked first and twelfth.
Adjusting achievement scores for differences in pupil readiness resulted
in lowering considerably the rank of one of the two Phonic/Linguistic
treatments.

2. The five I.T.A. treatments ranked second, fifth, seventh,
sixteenth, and nineteenth. Corresponding grade ejuivalents ranged from
2.9 to 3.6 even though adjustments were made for differences in readiness.

3. The three Language Experience treatments ranked fourth, tenth,
and twelfth.

4. The three Linguistic treatments ranked fourteenth, fourteenth,
and seventeenth.

S. The ten Basal treatments ranked third, sixth, eighth, ninth,
tenth, eighteenth, twentieth, twenty-first, twenty-second, and twenty-
third. The same basal series used in four different projects ranked
third, sixth, ninth, and twenty-second.

The only treatment that resulted in similar achievement from project
to project was the Linguistic. Each of the three Linguistic treatments
produced adjusted reading achievement of 2.9. In all other cases,
similar programs were relatively effective or ineffective depending on
the project in which they were found.

A study of the ranks from the standpoint of project influence
reveals that:

1. Project A ranked fourth and sixth.

2. Project B ranked fifth and eighth.

3. Project C ranked tw.lfth, eighteenth, and nineteenth.
4. Project D ranked first, second, and third.

5. Project E ranked sixteenth and twenty-second.

6. Project F ranked fourteenth, and twentieth.

7. Project G ranked ninth and fourteenth.

8. Project H ranked seventeenth, and twenty-first.

9. Project I ranked tenth and eleventh.
10. Project J ranked seventh, twelfth and twenty-second.

LUHIZQHEMEmO QW

The importance of the project or the school system in influencing
reading achievement of pupils is very evident from this table. The
programs used in project D ranked first, second, and third even though
they were quite different programs. Furthermore, in most other cases,
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Table 7:03

Adjusted Word Meaning Scores for Each Basal, L.T.A.
Language Experience, Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic Treatment

Raw Grade
Rank Score Score Project Treatment

1 26.9 3.8 D Phon/Ling
2 24.5 3.6 D I.T.A.

3 23.8 3.5 D Basal

4 22.9 3.3 A Lang Expr
5 22.3 3.2 B I.T.A.

6 21.5 3.2 A Basal

7 20.9 3.1 J I.T.A.

8 20.1 3.0 B Basal

9 19.8 3.0 G Basal
10 19.7 3.0 I Basal
10 19.7 3.0 I Lang Expr
12 19.6 3.0 J Phon/Ling

) 12 19.6 3.0 C Lang Expr

14 19.4 2.9 G Linguistic
14 19.4 2.9 F Linguistic
16 19.2 2.9 E I.T.A.

17 19.1 2.9 H Linguistic
18 18.9 2.9 C Basal

19 18.7 2.9 C I.T.A.

20 18.4 2.8 F Basal

21 17.5 2.8 H Basal

22 17.3 2.7 J Basal

22 17.3 2.7 E Basal
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the reading achievement of the various treatments within any project
was quite similar.

The range of achievement among treatments and among projects is
further illustrated in Table 7:04. Adjusted grade equivalents varied
considerably for the separate Basal, I.T.A., Phonic/Linguistic, and
Language Experience programs. Only the Linguistic treatment resulted
in similar achievement from project to project. Treatment differences
within projects, however, were almost always negligible. In eight of
the ten projects, grade equivalent differences between the programs
used in that project amounted to tw months or less. It appears rea-
sonable to concluae that the project in which a child is enrolled has
a greater influence on his word recognition ability at the end of the
second grade than does the particular program. This finding holds
true even though treatment means have lren adjusted for pupil differences
in reading readiness and intelligence.

Treatments Ranked on Mean Reading Comprehension Score

Mean achievement for each of the treatment groups on the paragraph
meaning subtest is presented in Table 7:05. No adjustments have been
made in this analysis for differences among treatments and projects in
readiness for reading. Achievement in terms of grade scores ranges
from 2.6 to 3.3.

Rankings according to treatment reveal that:

1. The Phonic/Linguistic treatment ranked third and fourth.

2. The I.T.A. treatments ranked fourth, fourth, eleventh,
twelfth, and twentieth.

3. Language Experience treatments ranked first, ninth, and
ninteenth.

4, Linguistic programs ranked fourteenth, twenty-first, and
twenty-third.

5. Basal treatments ranked first, seventh, seventh, tenth, thir-
teenth, fifteenth, sixteenth, seventeenth, eighteenth, and twenty-second.

Mean achievement varied considerably for each treatment from project
to project. Only the Phonic/Linguistic treatment was relatively consis-
tent with its ranking of third and fourth.

An investigation of the ranks from the standpoint of project
influence reveals that:

1. Project A ranked first and second.

2. Project B ranked tenth and eleventh.

3. Project C ranked ninth, ninth, and twelfth.

4, Project D ranked fourth, fourth, and seventh.
5. Project E ranked thirteenth and tvwentieth.

6. Project F ranked sixteenth.and twenty-first.

7. Project G ranked seventeenth and twenty-third.
8. Project H ranked seventh and fourteenth.

9, Project I ranked ninteenth and twenty-second.
10. Project J ranked third, fourth, and eighteenth.

U OEEmD OW
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Table 7:05

Unadjusted Paragraph Meaning Scores for Each Basal, I.T.A.,
Language Experience, Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic Treatment

Raw Grade
Rank Score Score Project Treatment
1 37.6 3.3 A Basal
1 37.6 3.3 A Lang Expr
3 37.5 3.3 J Phon/Ling
4 36.1 3.1 J I.T.A.
4 36.1 3.1 D Phon/Ling
4 36.1 3.1 D I.T.A.
7 35.4 3.1 D Basal
7 34.4 3.1 H Basal
9 34,2 3.1 C Lang Expr
10 33.6 3.0 B Basal
11 32.6 3.0 B I.T.A.
12 32.4 2.9 C I.T.A.
- 13 31.9 2.9 E Basal
| 14 31.6 2.9 H Linguistic
_ 15 31.5 2.9 C Basal
16 31.3 2.9 F Basal
- 17 30.0 2.8 G Basal
18 29.8 2.8 J Basal
- 19 29.7 2.8 I Lang Expr
- 20 29.6 2.8 E I.T.A.
- 21 28.2 2.6 F Linguistic
- 22 27.8 2.6 I Basal
,] 23 27.0 2.6 G Linguistic
i
i
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Again all of the treatments used in any particular project resulted
in very similar achievement except for Project J. Moreover, it is again
evident that projects enrolling pupils with realtively high ability do
not necessarily produce the best readers.

Achievement scores on the paragraph meaning subtest, adjusted for
differences among treatments in reading readiness, are presented in
Table 7:06. Adjusting the scores increased considerably the variability
among treatments. The range among adjusted grade scores is from 2.6 to
4.0. The achievement scores in Table 7:06 have been adjusted by using
pupils' scores on the seven premeasures as covariates. Therefore,
pupils from the various treatments and various projects have been made
gimilar in terms of reading readiness.

A study of the rankings for each of the various treatments reveals
that:

1. The Phonic/Linguistic treatment ranked first and thirteenth.

2. The I.T.A. treatments ranked second, sixth, seventh, seventeenth,
and twenty-third.

3. The Language Experience approaches ranked fourth, tenth, and
fifteenth. The range in reading achievement amounted to four months.

4. The Linguistic treatments ranked twelfth, eighteenth, and
twentieth.

5. The ten Basal programs ranked third, fifth, eightkh, ninth,
eleventh, thirteenth, sixteenth, nineteenth, twenty-first, and twenty-
second. Grade score equivalents for the Basal group ranged from 2.6 to
3.5, even though treatment differences in readiness were adjusted
statistically. Moreover, a single Basal series used in {our projects
ranked third, fifth, eighth, and twenty-first.

A study of the relative ranking of projects reveals that:

1. Project A ranked fourth and fifth.

2. Project B ranked sixth and eleventh, although both treatments

averaged 3.0 in achievement.

3. Project C ranked fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth.
4. Project D ranked first, second, and third.

5. Project E ranked twenty-second and twenty-third.

6. Project F ranked fourteenth and twentieth.

7. Project G ranked eighth and twelfth.

8. Project H ranked eighteenth and nineteenth.

9, Project I ranked ninth and tenth.
10. Project J ranked seventh, thirteenth, and twenty-first.

UHITOEmEOO

Table 7:06 clearly shows that pupils in the same project or school
system show very similar achievement regardless of the particular method
or program by which they learn how to read. The three different programs
used in Project D ranked first, second, and third in effectiveness vhen
differences in readiness among pupils in the twenty-three treatments were
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Table 7:06

Adjusted Paragraph Meaning Scores for Each
Basal, I.T.A., Language Experience, Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic

Treatment
Raw Grade
Rank Score Score Project Treatment

1 43.5 4.0 D Phon/Ling
2 40.4 3.5 D I.T.A.

3 40.0 3.5 D Basal

4 38.2 3.3 A Lang Expr
5 36.4 3.1 A Basal

6 34.4 3.0 B I.T.A.

7 33.7 3.0 J I.T.A.

8 33.5 3.0 G Basal

9 33.2 3.0 I Basal
10 33.0 3.0 I Lang Expr
11 32.8 3.0 B Basal
12 32.4 2.9 G Linguistic
13 32.0 2.9 J Phon/Ling
14 31.2 2.9 F Basal
15 31.1 2.9 c Lzng Expr
16 30.2 2.8 C Basal
7 30.1 2.8 C I.T.A.
18 29.9 2.7 H Linguistic
19 29.1 2.7 H Basal
20 29.0 2.7 F Linguistic
21 28.8 2.7 J Basal

22 27.7 2.6 E Basal

23 27.4 2.6 E I.T.A.
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accounted for statistically. Pupils in the two programs in Project A
were likewise similar in achievement, as were pupils in Projects C, B,
E, F, G, H, and I. In each of these projects pupils in widely different
programs achieved at practically the same rate. Only in Project J did
treatments differ widely in effectiveness.

The comparative ranges in mean adjusted scores on the Paragraph
Meaning test among treatments and projects are presented in Table 7:07.
The separate Phonic/Linguistic programs in the two projects which
utilized this treatment varied more than one year in mean grade equiv-
alent. The highest-achieving Basal program was nine months superior to
the lowest-achieving Basal program. A similar range was found among
the five I.T.A. programs. Smaller variability was found among Language
Experience and Linguistic treatments.

Differences in achievement between or among programs used in the
same project are much smaller. In eight of the ten projects differences
among adjusted mean grade equivalents amounted to two months or less.
Pupil achievement in second grade reading comprehension was much more
similar among pupils enrolled in the same experimental project than
among pupils using similar instructional materials in different projects.

L

s N s

Summary

8 The phase of the analysis reported in this chapter was designed to
assess the relative influence on pupil achievement of the project in
- vhich he was enrolled and the instructional program by shich he learned

_ to read. Each of the twenty-three experimental treatments used in the
ten projects was ranked in terms of its effectiveness as measured by
- achievement on the Word Meaning and Paragraph Meaning subtests from the

Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery II. Differences among the

K various pupils in reading readiness were accounted for by means of an
8 analysis of covariance, using each of the seven reading readiness meas-

ures as covariates. The rankings of the twenty-three treatments were
) studied to determine the relative position of the various instructional
_j programs and the relative ranking of projects.

Results of this analysis demonstrate clearly that second grade read-
ing achievement is more clearly related to the project in wvhich a child
learns to read than to the specific reading program in which he is in-~ :
structed. Pupils within any given project tend to achieve at a similar i
rate regardless of the instructional program utilized. On the other hand,
instructional materiais vary widely in their effectiveness from project §
to project. A program may be very effective in one project and relatively
ineffective in another project, even though pupil differences in readiness
among the projects have been adjusted statistically.

S
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Chapter VIII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The study discussed in this report is a continuation of the
Cooperative Research Program in First Grade Reading Imstruction. This
report presents the results of an analysis of data collected at the
end of the second grade. The findings of the first grade phase of
the study are presented in an earlier report.

The second grade phase of the study was concerned primarily with
three questions: (1) To what extent are various reading readiness
characteristics of beginning first grade pupils related to achievement
in reading, spelling, and language skills at the end of the second
grade? (2) How do 1.T.A., Linguistic, Language Experience, and Phonic/
Linguistic programs compare in effectiveness with Basal programs at the
end of the second grade? (3) What is the relative influence on second
grade achievement of the project in which a pupil learns to read and the
method and/or materials which comprise the instructional program?

Details concerning the sample, measuring instruments employed, and
procedures of analysis are presented in the appropriate chapters of
this report. The present chapter presents only a brief summary of
findings and a discussion of the conclusions.

Analysis of Relationships

Correlation relationships for the sample used in this investigation
were assessed (1) between performance om reading readiness tests admin-
istered at the beginning of first grade and achievement at the end of
second grade on the Stanford Achievement Test, and (2) between measures
of first grade achievement and second grade achievement. All correla-
tion relationships were expressed in terms of Pearson product -mcaent
correlation coefficients. Correlations among the various scores were
computed separately for each of the five treatment categories--Basal,
1.T.A., Language Experience, Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic.
Correlation coefficients were calculated by pooling within sex, within

class, and within project.

Summary of Findings

The findings of the analysis of relationships can be summarized as
follows:

(1) The pre-reading ability most highly related to second grade
word recognition was knowledge of letter names as measured by the Murphy-
Durrell Letter Names Test. This subtest was the best predictor of second
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grade word recognition in three of the five treatment categories.
Furthermore, correlations between the letter names subtest and the
Stanford Word Recognition Test ranged from .41 to .52. This relation-
ship was somewhat smaller than the relationship between letter

letter knowledge and wnrd recognition at the end of the first grade.

(2) The beginning first grade pupil's ability to discriminate
like and unlike beginning and ending consonants was also relatively
highly related to achievement in second grade word recognition.
Corcelations between the Murphy-Durrell Phonemes Test administered
at the beginning of the first grade and the Stanford Word Recognition
Test administered at the end of second grade ranged from .38 to .49.
These correlations, although somewhat smaller, were substantially the
same as those found between the letter names subtest and the word
recognition test.

(3) Intelligence as measured at the begimming of first grade by
the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test, also was a relatively good
predictor of second grade word recognition achievement. Correlations
between these variables ranged from .32 to .50, a somewhat greater
range than that obtained for the letter names and phonemes subtests.
This test predicted best for the I.T.A. treatment and least adequately
for the Linguistic treatment.

(4) The letter names subtest was also the best predictor of
achievement on second grade paragraph meaning test. Pre-reading know-
ledge of letters predicted best for three of the five treatment
categories. Correlations ranged from .45 to .53. ThLe similarity of
coefficents from treatment to treatment indicates that letter know-
ledge predicts achievement in second grade reading comprehension in a
similar manner for the Basal, I.T.A., Language Experience, Linguistic,
and Phonic/Linguistic treatments.

(5) The Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test was the best predictor
of second grade reading comprehension in two of the five treatment
categories. Correlations between intelligence and reading comprehen-
sion ranged from .40 to .60. Intelligence was most highly related to
second grade reading comprehension in the Phonic/Linguistic treatment
3 and least related in the Linguistic treatment. Greater variability
was found among correlation coefficients between intelligence and
reading comprehension than between knowledge of letters and reading
~ comprehension.

' (6) The ability to discriminate like and unlike sounds, as

- measured by the Murphy-Durrell Phonemes Test, was also relatively
highly related to reading comprehension at the end of the second grade.
ﬂ Correlations ranged from .40 to .52. Once again correlations obtained
D for the five treatments were very similar.

(7) The Murphy-Durrell Phonemes Test Murphy-Durrell Letter

9 Names Test, and the Pintner-Cunningham Primary Test were also most
highly related to success in spelling, language, and word study skills
- as measured by the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary Battery II.
Correlations generally ranged from .40 to .55.
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(8) Measures of reading achievement at the end of the first grade
correlated to a high degree with measures of second grade reading
achievement. Most of the correlations were greater than .60.

(9) Correlations between the second grade word recognition test
and second grade paragraph comprehension test ranged from .75 to .8l.
Furthermore, correlations were substantial among all of the second
grade measures of achievement. For example, ability in word recognition
at the end of the second grade correlated between .60 and .73 with
spelling ability. In addition, correlation coefficients ranged from .57
to .71 for the measures of word study skills and word recognition.

Conclusions and Igglications

One conclusion from this study is that ability grouping in second
grade reading can be done with greater validity on the basis of first
grade reading scores than on informat fon about a pupil's readiness for
reading at the beginning of first grade. This study lends further
support to the principle that the best predictor of success in a learn-
ing task is prior success with a similar learning task. It is also
evident that second grade pupils who do well in one area of achievement
also are relatively successful in other areas. However, the relation-
ship is far from a perfect one and it is possible for a second grade
pupil to be relatively successful in reading, for example, and relatively
unsuccessful in some other achievement area such as spelling. The high
intercorrelations between the word recognition and paragraph meaning
tests indicate that reading ability at the end of the second grade is a
highly unitary accomplisiment. It is likely at this stage that word
recognition is so demanding that comprehension is highly influenced by
it.

There is little indication that any of the readiness subtests
measured skills uniquely related to success in the various types of
programs utilized in this investigation although intelligence was
somevhat more highly related to success in Phonic/Linguistic programs
than in the other programs. In general, however, results indicate that
it is not feasible to p'ace pupils differentially in instructional
programs on the basis of a profile of readiness tests administered
early in the first grade. Measures of letter knowledge, =uditory dis-
crimination, and intelligence were most highly related to -acond grade
achievement in all treatments. Furthermore, the predictive validity
of each of these measures is substantially the same as that obtained
by an entire readiness battery test. Therefore, if the prediction of
reading success is the sole criterion, a single subtest such as the
letter names test would be just as effective.

Correlations between readiness measures and achievement were only
slightly lower at the end of second grade than those found at the end
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of the first grade. Furthermore, readiness characteristics related to
success in second grade achievement wert¢ also those most highly related
at the end of the first grade.

The various readiness test measures predicted each of the various
second grade achievement measures about equally well. None of the
readiness measures was uniquely related to performance on any of the
second grade achievement measures. Letter knowledge, auditory discrim-
ination, and intelligence were related to reading, spelling, and
language ability to essentially the same degree at the end of grade
tw.

It must be emphasized that no cause and effect relationships can
be inferred from this phase of the investigation. The fact that know-
ledge of letters is highly related to second grade reading achievement
does not mean that teaching letter knowledge to beginning first graders
will necessarily result in successful experiences in learning to read.
Perhaps, each of the abilities (letter recognition and reading) is
related to a thrid factor such as home background, for example. This
phase of the study was not experimental in nature and should not be
construed as an attempt to test the value of teaching children letter
knowledge, auditory discrimination, or visual discrimination.

Analysis of Methodology

The various innovative instructional programs utilized in this
investigation were evaluated by comparing their effectiveness with that
of typical basal reading programs used in the same project. Direct
comparisons between and among innovative programs were not possible
because not all programs were used in all projects. Extensive project
differences in pupil readiness for reading and in pupil reading achieve-
ment made it impossible to compare a program used in one project with
another program used in another project. For purposes of analysis,
programs were arbitrarily categorized as Basal programs, Initial Teach-
ing Alphabet programs, Language Experience programs, Linguistic pro-
grams, and Phonic/Linguistic programs. Programs were assigned to
these groupings on the basis of common characteristics described in
Chapter VI. Data from projects which had in common a Basal program and
an I.T.A. program, or a Basal program and any other of the innovative
programs, were combined to test the effectiveness of the various
programs across project lines.

Summary of Findings

In the following sections of this chapter brief summaries of find-
ings for the various basal versus non-basal comparisons are presented.
More detailed discussions are presented in Chapter VI,
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Summary of Basal versus I.T.A. Comparison. Pupils taught in Basal
programs and pupils taught in I.T.A. programs did not differ significantly
in reading comprehension at the end of the second grade. The two groups
likewise did not differ in rate of reading. In general, the differences
between the two groups in English usage and in mechanics of punctuation
were also found to be chance differences. However, pupils whose initial
instruction in reading utilized the Initial Teaching Alphabet were
significantly superior in word recognition skills and spelling skills at
the end of the second grade. Pupils in the I.T.A. treatment were signif-
icantly superior in performance on the Stanford Word Meaning Test, the
Fry Test of Phonetically Regular Words, and the Gates Test of high
frequency words. Furthermore, significant differences favored the I.T.A.
group on the Stanford Spelling test. It appears that the use of a
regular code for initial instruction in reading produces better than
average ability to decode the printed word and encode the spoken language.

Summary of Basal versus Language Experience Comparison. In general,
no significant differences were found between the Language Experience ‘and
Basal treatments in end-of -second-grade achievement. Pupils from the two
treatments were found to be similar in spelling ability, language ability,
wrd study skills, paragraph comprehension, and word recognition. The
pupils who comprised the Language Experience subsample were found to be
significantly superior on the Fry Word List, but this superiority in word
recognition did not exist on the Stanford Achievement Test. Achievement
after two years of instruction in these quite different programs was very
similar. The similarity in achievement included the measures of reading,
which might reasonably be expected to favor the Basal approach, and the
measures of writing (spelling and language), which might reasonably be
expected to favor the Language Experience approach.

Summary of Basal versus Linguistic Comparison. The Linguistic and
Basal treatments operated in a somevhat different fashion from project
to project. In general, Linguistic pupils were somewhat better in the
skills of word recogniticn and spelling but this finding was by no means
unequivocal. No differences were found in reading comprehension. Basal
pupils were gererally superior in word study skills, an unusual finding
in light of the slight superiority of Linguistic pupils in spelling and
word recognition.

Summary of Basal versus Phonic/Linguistic Comparison. Only two
projects had in common a Basal treatment and a Phonic/Linguistic treat-
ment. Therefore, the results are based on fewer cases than the results
for the other basal versus non-basal comparisons. However, the Phonic/
Linguistic treatment in the two projects studied produced superior
achievement in reading, spelling, and general language ability at the
end of the second grade.




=y
st

=

General Findings. On the average, girls were superior to boys in
reading readiness at the beginning of first grade. Girls were also
superior in reading achievement at the end of the second grade. 1In
most cases, however, differences in reading achievement disappeared
when achievement scores were adjusted for differences in readiness.
The superiority of girls in achievement at the end of the second grade
was largely a function of their greater readiness at the beginning of
first grade. In addition, none of the treatments had a unique effect
on the achievement of boys or girls. The absence of significant sex
by treatment interactions indicated that girls tended to be better
readers in all programs.

Another general finding was that significant project differences
in achievement existed cven after adjustments were made for differences
in pupil readiness for reading among projects. Furthermore, fewer
project by treatment interactions were significant at the end of second
grade than were found at the end of first grade. The various programs
appeared to operate in a more similar manner across projects during the
second grade.

Conclusions and Implications

To the extent to which pupils utilized in this investigation were
representative of first and second grade pupils as a whole and to the
extent to which the instruments are valid, reliable, and representative
tests of reading readiness, reading and spelling, a number of conclusions
appear to be valid.

The teaching of phonics appears to be highly related to word
recognition achievement at the end of second grade. This finding is
true for a wide variety of techniques for teaching sound-symbol rela-
tionships. Programs categorized under the labels I.T.A., Linguistic,
and Phonic/Linguistic all emphasize some aspect of phonics instruction ;
to a greater degree than do typical basal readers. However, the way
in which phonics is taught varies considerably from one program to
another. In certain of these programs (Early to Read, I.T.A., for 4
example) pupils are first taught symbols, then the scunds associated i
with them, then how to use this knowledge in decoding words. This
method of phonics instruction is often called the synthetic approach.
The Linguistic programs, on the other hand, encourage pupils to dis-
cover the letters which represent certain sounds and there is no
attempt to blend sounds into wrds. 1In each of these quite different
programs, pupils tended to be better in word recognition at the end of
second grade than the Basal pupils enrolled in the same school systems.

The influence of phonics instruction on second grade word recogni-
tion achievement is also indicated by the fact that language Experience
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pupils and Basal pupils did not differ significantly in word recognition
at the end of second grade. Neither of these approaches ordinarily has
a heavy emphasis on phonics in the initial stages of reading instruction.
On the other hand, the I.T.A., Linguistic, and Phonic/Linguistic programs
emphasize phonics to a relatively high degree and each of these programs
produced pupils with superior word recognition abilities to pupils in
Basal programs in the same project. It would be of interest to note
whether or not I.T.A., Linguistic and Phonic/Linguistic pupils maintain
this superiority in word recognition in later grades. It may be that
this heavy phonics emphasis in the initial stages of reading instruction
has only a transitory effect on word recognition skills. It may even be
that heavy phonics emphasis has a detrimental effect on reading ability
in later years. Nevertheless, the evidence from this study is clear

that phonics instruction is related to success in word recognition at

the end of the second grade.

A related conclusion is that various kinds of control of sound-
symbol correspondences help the child to recognize more words at an
earlier stage. The I.T.A. programs, Phonic/Linguistic programs, and
various Linguistic programs all produced first grade pupils with
superior word recognition abilities. Furthermore, all three programs
produced significantly superior spellers after two years of instruction.
Control of vocabulary, either by means of a transitional alphabet or by
means of introducing initially only regularly represented words, appears
to facilitate acquisition of skill in unlocking words and in spelling.
Some control of vocabulary according to phoneme-grapheme correspondences
is likely to be helpful in the teaching of primary reading and spelling.

In light of the superiority of the I.T.A., Phonic/Linguistic, and
Linguistic programs in second grade word recognition and spelling
achievement, attempts should be made to discover why these programs
are effective. The question might be raised, for example, whether
I.T.A. and Phonic/Linguistic programs are superior in word recognition
and spelling because of characteristics of the total program or because
of such individual elements as heavy phonics emphasis, introduction of
a large vocabulary, use of consistent alphabetic code, or utilization of
a writing component. It may be that these programs are superior in word
recognition simply because they introduce a larger number of words than
the typical basal reader. On the other hand, the superiority may be a
function of the way in which words are introduced. Future research
should focus on this problen.

The superiority in word recognition of pupils in various phonics
emphasis programs is not, as a general rule, demonstrated in the area
of reading comprehension. This finding would indicate that certain of
these programs may not be concentrating as much on comprehension as a
reading outcome as they are on word recognition. The assumption can
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also be made that ability to recognize words does not transfer auto-
matically to ability to comprehend the meaning of sentences and para-
graphs. This finding does not support the contention that the pupil's
only task in learning to read is to develop the ability to translate
graphemic symbols into sounds on the assumption that once he has de-
coded the wrds he will understand their meaning. Direct instruction
in comprehension is apparently essential.

The transition from I.T.A. to traditional orthography appears to
be a relatively simple task. Pupils whose initial instruction was in
I.T.A. recognized more words and were significantly better spellers
at the end of the second grade. The superiority cf I.T.A. pupils in
spelling is especially interesting because I.T.A. pupils found spelling
diff icult at the end of the first grade. There appears to be little
interference between the old learning (I.T.A.) and the new learning
(traditional orthography) as far as spelling and decoding words are
concerned.

Another conclusion from this study is that expectations of pupil
accomplishment in initial reading instruction probably can be raised.
The results of this study indicate that pupils can learn to recognize
more words than are commonly introduced in reading programs. Children
today are undoubtedly better equipped for reading instruction when
they enter first grade. However, although there appears to be certain
evidence that pupils can learn more words, the crucial question still
remains as to whether or not pupils should learn more words. Longi-
tudinal studies may yet show the importance of introducing vocabulary
slowly and of repeating it often. Evidence available at this point is
insufficient to test the contention of many reading authorities that
early concentrated emphasis on phonics has a negative effect on reading
fluency and comprehension in later grades. The advantage of introducing
vocabulary more rapidly and of accelerating the introduction of phonics
skills is that it enables the pupil to become an independent reader at
an earlier age. Additional longitudinal information is necessary to
evaluate the long-range consequences of these instructional procedures.

There is also evidence that a writing component is an effective
addition to a primary reading program. Phonic/Linguistic and I.T.A.
pupils both were taught to write the symbols as part of their intro-
duction to them. This writing component may have been influential in
the success of these programs in producing pupils with superior word
recognition and spelling skills. It is 1likely that writing symbols
in connection with phonics instructian is helpful in aiding the pupil
to learn sound-symbol correspondences. Furthermore, writing irregu-
larly represented words such as "the" and "of" should be helpful in
committing such high frequency words to the sight vocatulary.
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It is also obvious from this investigation that first and second
grade teachers will have to hold different expectations concerning the
reading achievement of boys and girls. On the average, boys cannot be
expected to achieve at the same level as girls under current methods
of instruction. It is also evident that girls can be expected to be
more ready for reading when they enter school. It would be interesting
to determine whether or not differences in reading achievement at the
end of the first and second grade would cease to exist if boys could
be brought to the same level of readiness as girls before they began
reading instruction. The study also indicated that boys and girls do
not profit uniquely from any ~f the programs utilized in this investi-
gation. On the average girls' achievement is superior to boys' achieve-
ment no matter what approach to beginning reading is used.

One of the most important implications of this study is that future
research should center on teacher and learning situation characteristics
rather than method and materials. The extensive range among classrooms
within any method points out the importance of elements in the learning
situation over and above the materials employed. Furthermore, the
persistence of project differences in achievement even after project
differences in pupil readiness were adjusted statistically indicates
that characteristics other than those related to pupils are highly in-
fluential in reading success. The elements of the learning situation
attributable to teachers, classrooms, schools, and school systems are
obviously extremely important. Improvement of reading instruction is
more likely to result from improved selection and training of teachers,
from improved in-service training programs, and from improved school
learning climates, rather than from changes in instructional materials.

Another general conclusion is that it is impossible to assess the
relative effectiveness of programs unless they are used in the same
project. Project differences are so great even w.th pupils' readiness
for reading controlled that programs utilized in a favored project
wuld demonstrate a distinct advantage over those used in a less favored
project regardless of the effectiveness of the program.

Relative Influence of Project and Treatment

An analysis was also conducted whereby each treatment within each
project was compared with each of the other treatments in each of the
other projects. In this section of the analysis, each Basal treatment
was considered a separate treatment. Likewise, each I.T.A. treatment,
each Language Experience treatment, each Linguistic treatment, and each
Phonic/Linguistic treatment was considered a separate treatment. Pupil
differences in readiness among the various treatments and projects were
adjusted by means of covarjance. This analysis was designed to evaluate
the relative influence of instructional programs and projects in




determining the reading ability of second grade pupils. If an instruc-
tional program, such as the Language Experience apparoach, for example.
produced relatively high achievement in reading regardless of the pro-=
ject in which a pupii was enrolled, this wuld tend to point out the
iwportance of instructional method. If, on the other hand, all methods
within a particular project vended to produce achievement at approxi-
mately the same rate, this would tend to point of the importance of
project or school system.

The findings of this analysis are presented in Chapter VII. In
general. projects appeared to have a greater influence on the reading
ability of pupils than did the particular instructional method or
materials utilized. Sr=2cific programs were relatively effective in
one project, relacvively ineffective in other projects. On the otker
hand, all program: usad in the same project were found to be quite
similar in effectiveness. This would indicate that the entire instruc-
tional setting is involved in the effectiveness of an instructional
program in reading. Diifferences in method or materials alonme do not
alter, to an’ great extent, the reading growth of pupils. The section
of the analysis again points out the importance in future research of
focusing on teacher and learning situation characteristics rather than
methodology and materials.

Limitations

Certain limitations of this study are presented in Chapter VI.
Because of their importance in interpreting the findings and conclusions,
they are repeated below.

There are a number of limitatioms jnvolved in interpreting the
findings of the analysis of methodology. A major limitation is that
1ot all treatments were represented in all projects, and 5 a result
it was not feasible to make direct comparisous between such treatuents
as I.T.A. and Linguistic, Language Experience and Phonic/Linguistic, or
any other combination of innovative programs. The extreme project
differences in achievement would *ave made comparisons between treat-
ments found in different projects meaningless. As a result, it was
possible orly to compare the various innovative treatments with the
basal treatment in cach project. Of course, the comparisons between
certain innovative treatments have bee: nade and reported in the reports
of the individual projects.

Another major limitation is that treatments labeled Linguistic,
Basal, and I.T.A. did not follow exactly the same program in each
pruject. The basal reader approach was considerad a single treatment
even though a variety of programs were used in the various projects.
Furthermor 2, materials within the Linguistic and I.T.A. categories also
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difftered from one investigation to another. The presence or absence of
significant treatment differences between a given basal and non-basal
program within a project may have been a result of the specific mater-
ials used in that project. It would be unusual indeed if all Basal,
I.T.A., or Linguistic programs were equally effective. Furthermore,
the Language Experience approach was not exactly the same instructional
program in the projects which utilized this treatment. The arbitrary
grouping of programs and materials should not disguise the fact that
differences existed in instructional programs given the same label.

Still another problem is involved in interpreting the findings
concerning transitional programs such as the Initial Teaching Alphabet.
Ordinarily pupils make the transition from I.T.A. to traditional orthog-
raphy in late first grade or early second grade. Instruction for these
pupils then goes in many different directions including placement in
basal readers, language experience approaches, or individualized reading
programs. Therefore, when evaluation of reading ability takes place
at the end of the second grade, the typical I.T.A. pupil has had nearly
as much instruction in some program utilizing traditional orthography as
he has had in the Initial Teaching Alphabet. In this investigation
achievement of I.T.A. pupils was compared with achievement in Basal pro-
grams. In cases where differences were found, the question remains as
to how much of the I.T.A. pupils' achievement at the end of the second
grade is a function of his initial instruction in I.T.A. and how much is
a function c¢f his later instruction in some other type of program.
Similar problems exist with certain of the Linguistic programs.

It should also be emphasized that evaluation of the various pro-
grams has been carried out only through the second grade. Terminal
reading ability cannot necessarily be predicted on the basis of read-
ing achievement after two years. The possibility exists that programs
which appear to be superior in terms of achievement in the first grade
and second grade may lose that superiority in terms of reading ability
in later years. It is even possible that programs which appear superior
after the second grade actually turn out to be less than adequate programs
by the end of sixth grade. Generalizing about the effectiveness of the
) programs must take into account the fact that the analysis to date has
considered only a relatively small segment of the developmental reading
program for elementary school pupils.

A limitation of most studies of this nature is that it is much more
difficult to measure attitudinal aspects of reading than the more mechan-
ical aspects of the reading act. Reading ability in this study has been
- evaluated in terms of ability to recognize words, ability to comprehend
short paragraphs, and ability to read with speed and accuracy. Standard-
ized tests are available to measure these outcomes. However, the argument
could be advanced that a more important outcome of any reading program is
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to engender in pupils a desire to read. Although measures of
reading interest were collected by the project directors and are re-
corded in the individual reports of the projects, no analysis was made
of interest and attitude in the evaluation of reading achievement re-=
ported in this volume. Problems of reliability and validity with
respect to attitude measures make it very difficult at the primary
level to analyze these aspects of reading achievement.

The analysis of methodology in this report involved comparing
Basal and innovative programs used in the same project. The very
nature of this analysis makes it appear likely that the newer innova-
tive programs profited from vhatever "Hawthorn~ effect" was operating
in any project. It is likely that pupil awareness of experimentation,
parental interest, and teacher enthusiasm are more likely to be asso-
ciated with novel programs. Although efforcs were made in the various
projects to make all programs equally novel and interesting, it is un-
likely that Basal programs were regarded with the same degree of inquiry
as were the innovative programs.

In some instances there is a problem arising from non-representa-
tive retention. For some reason, non-persist pupils in one treatment
were better achievers in first grade than were non-persist pupils in
the other treatment while the reverse was true for pupils who persisted.
This non-representative retention may be a factor influencing the
results. Furthermore, in almost every instance, the pupils who per-
sisted through the second grade were significantly superior in first
grade achievement than were pupils lost during the second grade phase
of the study. Therefore, pupils on whom results are reported in this
study are superior to pupils frrm the participating projects in general.
The generalizability of the finaings is therefore limited.




BI BLIOGRAPHY




Bibliography of Instructional Materials
Betts, Emmett A., and Carolyn M. Welch. Betts Basal Readers. 3rd
Edition, New York: American Book Company, 1963.

Bloomfield, Leonard, and Clarence L. Barnhart. Let's Read. Detroit:
Wayne State University Press, 1961.

Buchanan, Cynthia Dee. Programmed Reading. New York: McGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., 1963.

Bumpass, Fay L. We Learn English Series. American Book Company, 1963.

Diack, Hunter, and J. C. Daniels. The Royal Road Readers. Chatto and
Windus Ltd., 40-42 William IV Street, London, W. C. 2, 1960.

Downing, J. A. Downing Readers. London: Initial Teaching Publishing
Co. Ltd., 1963.

Fries, Charles C., Agnes C. Fries, Rosemary G. and Mildred K. Rudolph.

A Basic Reading Series Developed upon Linguistic Principles,
Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1963-65.

Johnson, Eleanor M., Carlton Singleton, and Elaine Wonsavage. Phonics
and Word Power. Program I, Columbus: American Education
Publications, 1964.

McCracken, Glen, and Charles C. Walcutt. Basic Reading. New York:
J. B. Lippincott Company, 1963.

McKee, Paul and others. Reading for Meaning. Boston: Houghton-
Mifflin Company, Fourth Edition, 1966.

Murphy, Helen, and Donald Durrell, Speech to Print Phonics. Harcourt,
Brace and World Book Company, 1965.

Ousley, Odille, and David H. Russell. Ginn Basic Readers. Revised
Edition, Boston: Ginn & Co., 1964.

Robinson, Helen M., Marion Monroe, A. Sterl Artley, and W. Cabell Greet.
The New Basic Readers, Chicago: Scott, Foresman and Company,

1960-62.

168

e e ek matmetel s e




Sheldon, William D., and others. Sheldon Basic Readers, Allyn and Bacon.

Stern, Catherine, and others. Structural Reading Series. Syracuse,
New York: L. W. Singer Company, Inc., 1963.

Stratemeyer, Clara, and Henry Lee Smith, Jr. The Linguistic Science
Readers. Evanston, Illinois: Haxper and Row, 1963.

Tanyzer, Harold J., and Albert J. Mazurkiewicz. Early to Read i/t/a
Program. New York: 1i/t/a Publications, Inc., 1964.

169




Bibliography of Tests

Intelligence Test

Pintner Cunningham Primary Test, Form A (General Ability Tests
Revised). Rudolf Pintner, et al, New York: Harcourt,
Brace and World, 1946.

Readiness Tests

Metropolitan Readiness Test. Gertrude Hildreth, et al, New York:
Harcourt, Brace and Wrld, 1964.

Murphy-Durrell Diagnostic Reading Readiness Test. New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1964.

Thurstone Pattern Copying Test.- Thelma G. Thurstone.

Identical Forms Test, L. L. Thurstone and T. E. Jeffrey,
Psychometric Laboratory, University of North Carolina.

Reading achievement Tests

Detroit Word Recognition Test. Eliza F. Oglesby. New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1953.

Gates Word Pronunciation Test. Designed for the U.S. Office
of Education Studies.

Gilmore Oral Reading Test, Form A. John U. Gilmore, New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1951.

Karlsen Phonemic Word Test. Designed for the U.S. Office of
Education Studies.

Phonetically Regular Words Oral Reading Test. Edward B. Fry.
Designed for the U.S. Office of Education Studies.

Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I Level, Form X. Truman L.
Kelley, et al. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1964.

Stanford Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, Form W. Truman
L. Kelley, et al. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World,

1964.




Reading Inventories

An_Inventory of Reading Attitude, Monograph No. 4. Reading Study
Project Committee, Department of Education, San Diego County,
1961.

Ieacher Inventory of Approaches to the Teaching of Readin

Monograph No. 3, Reading Study Project Committee, Department
of Education, San Diego County, 1961.




APPENDIX A

NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS INVOLVED IN THE

CALCULATION OF CLASS MEANS BY SEX AND PROJECT




The following pages indicate the numbers of boys and girls who
compr ised each of the class means utilized in the analysis of methodology
described in Chapter VI. All classes enrolling four or fewer boys and
girls are indicated with an asterisk. These means were not used in the

analysis.
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Number of Observations Involved in the

Calculation of Class Means by Sex and Project

e . e e A
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Project gz:zs Sex Treatment g;;ezi.
Cleland 051 Boys Basal 10
051 Girls Basal 8
061 Boys Basal 12
061 Girls Basal 11
071 Boys Basal 12
071 Girls Basal 13
101 Boys Basal 14
101 Girls Basal 16
112 Boys Basal 13
112 Girls Basal 13
121 Boys Basal 13
121 Girls Basal 16
131 Boys Basal 13
131 Girls Basal 11
181 Boys Basal 16
181 Girls Basal 8
201 Boys Basal 6
201 Girls Basal 7
011 Boys Lang Expr 7
011 Girls Lang Expr 10
021 Boys Lang Expr 7
021 Girls Lang Expr 10
031 Boys Lang Expr 6
031 Girls Lang Expr 8
041 Boys Lang Expr 7
041 Girls Lang Expr 6
081 Boys Lang Expr 7
081 Girls Lang Expr 15
111 Boys Lang Expr 18
111 Girls Lang Expr 14
132 Boys Lang Expr 10
% 132 Girls Lang Expr 13
171 Boys Lang Expr 5
a 171 Girls Lang Expr 11
191 Boys Lang Expr 10
191 Girls Lang Expr 6
| s
||
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Class No. of

Project Code Sex Treatment Obperv.
' Fry 051 Boys Basal 8
051 Girls Basal 12
, l 052 Boys Basal 6
052 Girls Basal 10
061 Boys Basal 3%
i 061 Girls Basal 6
082 Boys Basal 7
082 Girls Basal 5
103 Boys Basal 6
l 103 Girls Basal 6
104 Boys Basal 10
! 104 Girls Basal 8
033 Boys ITA 11
033 Girls ITA 9
i 034 Boys ITA 5
g 034 Girls ITA 9
042 Boys ITA 1*
: 042 Girls ITA 1%
i 071 Boys ITA 11
071 Girls ITA 12
091 Boys ITA 10
é 091 Girls ITA 13
111 Bcys ITA 9
111 Girls ITA 4%
i 121 Boys ITA 5
121 Girls ITA 4%
Hahn 005 Boys Basal 4%
I 005 Girls Basal 4%
010 Boys Basal 9
010 Girls Basal 6
ﬁ 015 Boys Basal 6
015 Girls Basal 6
020 Boys Basal 7
020 Girls Basal 7
ii 025 Boys Basal 9
025 Girls Basal 8

Asterisk indicates classes dropped from the analysis.




Class No. of

Project Code Sex Treatment Observ.

Hahn (cont.) 030 Boys Basal 11
030 Girls Basal i3
035 Boys Basal 13
035 Girls Basal 13
040 Boys Basal 9
040 Girls Basal 11
045 Boys Basal 15
045 Gi:is Basal 8
050 Boys Basal 5
050 - Girls Basal 9
955 Boys Basal 11
055 Giris Basal 6
006 -~ Boys ITA 6
006 Girls ITA 7
011 Boys ITA 9
011 Girls ITA 7
016 Boys ITA 8
016 Girls ITA 10
021 Boys ITA 1%
021 Girls ITA 5
026 Boys ITA 9
026 Girls ITA 5
031 Boys ITA 10
031 Girls ITA 6
036 Boys ITA 9
036 Girls ITA 8
041 Boys ITA 14
041 Girls ITA 10
046 Boys ITA 8
046 - Girls ITA 5
051 Boys ITA 11
051 Girls ITA 11
056 Boys ITA 10
056 Girls ITA 5
007 Boys Lang Expr 5
007 Girls Lang Expr 10
012 Boys Lang Expr 7
012 Girls Lang Expr 5




Class No. of

Project Code Sex Treatment Observ

Hahn (cont.) 017 Boys Lang Expr 9

017 Girls Lang Expr 9

022 Boys Lang Expr 11

022 Girls Lang Expr 9

027 Boys Lang Expr 9

027 Girls Lang Expr 15
032 Boys Lang Expr 3%

032 Girls Lang Expr 8

037 Boys Lang Expr 9

037 Girls Lang Expr 7

042 Boys Lang Expr 10

042 Girls Lang Expr 6

047 Boys Lang Expr 7

047 Girls Lang Expr 5

052 Boys Lang Expr 9

052 Girls Lang Expr 11

057 Boys Lang Expr °

057 Giris Lang Expr 10

! Hayes 011 Boys Basal 6
011 Girl- Basal 8

021 Boys Basal 10

E 021 Girls Basal 7
023 Boys Basal 9

023 Girls Basal 8
ﬁ 031 Boys Basal 2%
031 Girls Basal 2%

!E 062 Boys ITA 3%
062 Girls ITA 8

_ 071 Boys ITA 8
oo 071 Girls ITA 10
ii 081 Boys ITA 8
081 Girls ITA 6

082 Boys ITA 8

“ 082 Girls ITA 8
091 Boys ITA 11

091 Girls ITA 12




Project
Hayes (cont.)
Mazurkiewicz

Class No. of

Code Sex Treatment Observ. 3
013 Boys B+ P 9 J
013 Girls B+P 8 4
041 Boys B+ P 9 j
041 Girls B+P 8 |
043 Boys B+ P 3* i
043 Girls B+P 7 |
051 Boys B+ P 12 |
051 Girls B+P 12

061 Goys B+ P 6

061 Girls B+ P 8

012 Boys Phon/Ling 9

012 Girls Phon/Ling 10

022 Boys Phon/Ling 10

022 Girls Phon/Ling 5

032 Boys Phon/Ling 7

032 Girls Phon/Ling 7

033 Boys Phon/Ling 5

033 Girls Phon/Ling 7

042 Boys Phon/Ling 6

042 Girls Phon/Ling 9

021 Girls Basal 3%

031 Boys Basz1 6

031 Girls Basal 6

043 Boys " Basal 9

043 Girls Basal 10

063 Boys Basal 5

063 Girls Basal 5

081 Boys Basal 8

081 Girls Basal 12

092 Boys Basal 6

092 Girls Basal 6

101 Boys Basal 11

101 Girls Basal 4%

121 Boys Basal 15

121 Girls Basal 9




1
Projecct g;::s Sex Treatment g:;e:\fr.
Mazurkiewicz 131 Boys Basal 6 4
(cont.) 131 Girls Basal 8
141 Boys Basal 7
141 Girls Basal 6
151 Boys Basal 4%
151 Girls Basal 7
171 Boys Basal 4% j
171 Girls Basal 6
181 Boys Basal 5 ;
181 Girls Basal 4%
182 Boys Basal 10
182 Girls Basal "5
I 191 Boys Basa™. 9
191 Girls Basal 7
2i1 Boys Basal 9
I 211 Girls Basal 12
022 Boys ITA 5
I 022 Girls ITA 2%
023 Boys ITA 11
023 Girls ITA 4%
041 Boys ITA 1*
E 042 Boys ITA 9
042 Girls ITA 11
051 Boys ITA 6
é 051 Girls ITA 5
062 Boys ITA 5
062 Girls ITA 5
% 071 Boys ITA 8
. 071 Girls ITA 11
082 Boys ITA 11
082 Girls ITA 8
g 091 Boys ITA 2%
091 Girls ITA 7
102 Boys ITA 12
% 102 Girls ITA 11
. 161 Boys ITA 11
; 161 Girls ITA 6
3 201 Boys ITA 10
: 1 201 Girls ITA 10
|
i
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Project gi:zs Sex Treatment g;;egi.

Ruddell 011 Boys Basal 14
011 Girls Basal 6
021 Boys Basal 10
021 Girls Basal 7
091 Boys Basal 8
091 Girls Basal )
101 Girls Basal 5 %
131 Boys Basal 5 i
131 Girls Basal 1%
142 Boys Basal 7
142 Girls Basal 5
031 Boys Linguistic 12
031 Girls Linguistic 10
111 Boys Linguistic 11
111 Girls Linguistic 7
112 Boys Linguistic 3*
112 Girls Linguistic 2%
151 Boys Linguistic 6
151 Girls Linguistic 7
161 Boys Linguistic 4%
161 Girls Linguistic 1*

Schneyer 011 Boys Basal 9 3
011 Girls Basal 12
021 Boys Basal 2%
021 Girls Basal 15
031 Boys Basal 14
031 Girls Basal 15
041 Boys Basal 11
041 Girls Basal 13
051 Boys Basal 10
051 Girls Basal 13
071 Boys Basal 14
071 Girls Basal 9
081 Boys Basal 15
081 Girls Basal 10
091 Boys Basal 8
091 Girls Basal 6

A-9




Class No. of

Project Code Sex Treatment Observ.

Schneyer (cont.) 101 Boys Basal 10

l 101 Girls Basal 9

111 Boys Basal 8

111 Girls Basal 6

121 Boys Basal 8

! 121 Girls Basal 5

131 Boys Linguistic 12

l 131 Girls Linguistic 14

141 Boys Linguistic 16

141 Girls Linguistic 15

! 151 Boys Linguistic 14

151 Girls Linguistic 12

161 Boys Linguistic 13

161 Girls Linguistic 13

g 171 Boys Linguistic 9

171 Girls Linguistic 9

181 Boys Linguistic 10

3 181 Girls Linguistic 9

' 191 Boys Linguistic 18

191 Girls Linguistic 11

201 Boys Linguistic 15

} 201 Girls Linguistic 8

221 Boys Linguistic 7

221 Girls Linguistic 16

3 231 Boys Linguistic 7

231 Girls Linguistic 11

| 241 Boys Linguistic 13

| § 241 Girls Linguistic 8
i

| Sheldon 021 Boys Basal 10

1 4 021 Girls Basal 6

- 051 Boys Basal 15

| 051 Girls Basal 6

‘; 101 Boys Basal 7

| %E 101 Girls Basal 9

111 Boys Basal 7

111 Girls Basal 12
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Project Class Sex Treatment No. of

Code Observ.
Sheldon (cont.) 131 Boys Basal 1%
131 Girls Basal 3%
l6l Boys Basal 7
161 Girls Basal 9
162 Boys Basal 7
162 Girls Basal 9
011 Boys Linguistic 6
011 Girls Linguistic 5
031 Boys Linguistic 17
031 Girls Linguistic 9
041 Boys Linguistic 7
041 Girls Linguistic 10
Col Boys Linguistic 5
061 Girls Linguistic 7
071 Boys Linguistic 8
071 Girls Linguistic 11
~ g8l Boys Linguistic 14
081 Girls Linguistic 6
091 Boys ' Linguistic 10
091 Girls Linguistic 6
102 Goys Linguistic 7
102 Girls Linguistic 12
103 Boys Linguistic 7
103 Girls Linguistic 13
121 Boys Linguistic 8
121 Girls Linguistic 5
141 Boys Linguistic 3%
141 Girls Linguistic 7
142 Boys Linguistic 10
142 Girls Linguistic 8
151 Boys Linguistic 9
151 Girls Linguistic 16
152 Boys Linguistic 15
152 Girls Linguistic 8

A-11
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Project gigzs Sex Treatment g;;egi.
Stauffer 141 Boys Basal 6
141 Girls Basal 6
142 Boys Basal 6
142 Girls Basal 9
143 Boys Basal 8
143 Girls Basal 8
144 Boys Basal 10
144 Girls Basal 6
145 Boys Basal 8
145 Girls Basal 9
151 Boys Basal 11
151 Girls Basal 5
152 Boys Basal 12
152 Girls Basal 7
153 Boys Basal 11
153 Girls Basal 11
154 Boys Basal 9
154 Girls Basal 8
155 Boys Basal 8
155 Girls Basal 9
111 Boys Lang Expr 12
111 Girls Lang Expr 4%
112 Boys Lang Expr 9
112 Girls Lang Expr 12
113 Boys Lang Expr 9
' 113 Girls Lang- Expr 14
114 Boys Lang Expr 13
114 Girls Lang Expr 11
_ 121 Boys Lang Expr 11
, 121 Girls Lang Expr 7
P 122 Boys Lang Expr 12
122 Girls Lang Expr 10
; 123 Boys Lang Expr 7
| 123 Girls Lang Expr 10
124 Boys Lang Expr 12
124 Girls Lang
:
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Project gig:s Sex Treatment g:;egi. 3
Stauffer (cont.) 131 Boys Lang Expr 9
131 Girls Lang Expr 7
132 Boys Lang Expr 4%
132 Girls Lang Expr 7
!i Tanyzer 061 Boys Basal 4% 4
061 Girls Basal 7
062 Boys Basal 12
i{ 062 Girls Basal 9
071 Boys Basal 11
071 Girls Basal 9
;} 081 Boys Basal 8
s 081 Girls Basal 9
082 Boys Basal 5
=~ 082 Girls Basal 12
% 091 Boys Basal 16
S 091 Girls Basal 10
- 092 Boys Basal 14
i 092 Girls Basal 9
4 101 Boys Basal 8
101 Girls Basal 6
7 102 Boys Basal 12
i} 102 Girls Basal 10
. 011 Boys ITA 15
i 011 Girls ITA 15
‘ 012 Boys ITA 14
.. 012 Girls ITA 11
i 021 Boye ITA 16
021 Girls ITA 11
022 Boys ITA 12
il 022 Girls ITA 10
{] 031 Boys ITA 8
031 Girls ITA 12
. 032 Boys ITA 12
L 032 Girls ITA 12
041 Boys ITA 7
041 Girls ITA 11
i
i
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1
Project 23325 Sex Treatment gg;ezs.

Tanyzer (cont.) 042 Boys ITA 12
042 Girls ITA 9

] 051 Boys ITA 8
051 Girls ITA 12

111 Boys Phon/Ling 10

111 Girls Phon/Ling 8

112 Boys Phon/Ling 7

112 Girls Phon/Ling 9

113 Boys Phon/Ling 12

113 Girls Phon/Ling 7

114 Boye Phon/ling 10

114 Girls Phon/Ling 9

115 Boys Phcn/Ling 9

115 Girls Phon/Ling 8

116 Boys Phon/Ling 13

116 Girls Phon/Ling 9

117 Boys Phon/Ling 10

117 Girls Phon/Ling 10

118 Boys Phon/Ling 12

118 Girls Phon/Ling 8

A - 14




APPENDIX B

TABLES PERTINENT TO THE WITHIN PROJECTS ANALYSIS

OF THE VARIOUS BASAL VERSUS NON-BASAL COMPARISONS
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APPENDIX C

DESCRIPTIVE DATA BY PROJECT AND TREATMENT




=N =

o s RO P
Variable Abbreviation
Pintner -Cunningham Raw Score I.Q.
Murphy-Durrell Phonemes M.D. Ph
Murphy-Durrell Letter Names M.D.L.N.
Murphy-Durrell Learning Rate M.D.L.R.
Thurstone Pattern Copying Test T.P.C.
Thurstone-Jeffrey Identical Forms Test T. 1d. F.
Metropolitan Meaning Met. Mean.
Metropolitan Listening Met. List.
Stanford Word Reading - First Grade Stan. W.R.
Stanford Word Reading - Second Grade Stan. W.R.
Stanford Paragraph Meaning - First Grade Stan. P.M.
Stanford Paragraph Meaning - Second Grade Stan. P.M.
Stanford Vocabulary - First Grade Stan. Vocab. 1
Stanford Science and Social Studies Concepts -
Second Grade Stan. S.S.S. 2
Stanford Spelling - First Grade Stan. Spell. 1
Stanford Spelling - Second Grade Stan. Spell. 2
Stanford Word Study Skills - First Grade Stan. W.S. 1
Stanford Word Study Skills - Second Grade Stan. W.S. 2
Stanford Language - Second Grade Stan. Lang. 2
Stanford Arithmetic Computation - Second Grade Arith. Com 2 ;
Stanford Arithmetic Concepts - Second Grade Arith. Con. 2
Pupil Absence - Second Grade
(total number of days absent) Pupil Absence 2
San Diego Pupil Attitude Inventory - Second Grade San Diego 2
Books Read Completely in Second Grade Books Read Comp. 2
Books Partially Read in Second Grade Books Read Partial. 2
Number of Library Books in Child's Classroom =~
Second Grade Library Books 2
Second Grade Teacher Rating Teacher Rating 2
i: The sum of two independent ratings which
were made concerning the teacher's overall
competency (the lowest number which can be
recorded is two and the highest is ten)
Rating Scale: 1, Incompetent; 2, Poor;
3, Adequate; 4, Good; 5, Excellent.
Average Minutes per Week of Instructional Time

Lo o

4j in Reading in Second Grade Reading Time 2
Average Minutes per Week of All Supportive ' A
1 Instructional Time in Second Grade Supplemt. Time 2
13 Total Average Minutes per Week of Direct and
Supportive Instructional Time in Second
Grade Total Time 2
-
. C -2
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APPENDIX D

PHONETICALLY REGULAR WORDS ORAL READING TEST
AND ]

GATES WORD PRONUNCIATION TEST
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Child's Name

School

PHONETICALLY REGULAR WORDS ORAL READING TEST

Date

Room Code Number

Examiner

Number of words read correctly

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

15.

Directions:

nap 16. walk
pen 17. haul
hid 18. jaw
job 19, soil
rug 20, joy
shade 21. frow
drive 22. trout
joke 23. term
mule 24, curl
plain 25. birch
hay 26. rare
keen 27. star
least 28. porch
loan 29. smooth
show 30. shook

Have pupil read words from one copy vhile examiner makes
another copy. Do not give pupil a second chance but
accept jmmediate ‘' self <correction. Let every student

try the whole first column. If he getc two words correct
from word number six on, let him try the whole second

column.




GATES WORD PRONUNCI*TION TEST
EXAMINER'S COPY

Directions: Have the child read the words out loud. Tell him you
would 1like him to read some words for you. If he fails
the first time, ask him to try the word again. Continue
until ten consecutive words have been missed. As the
words become difficult, special care should be taken to
encourage the child. The score is one point for each
word correctly pronounced on the first trial, one-half
point for each word correctly pronounced on the second
trial. (Note: 9 1/2 correct would be scored as 10.)

1. so 14. about 27. conductor
2. we 15. paper 28. brightness
3. as 16. blind 29. intelligent
4, go 17. window 30. comstruct
l 31. position
5. the 18. family
32. profirable
! 6. not 19. perhaps
33. irregular
E 7. how 20. plaster 34. schoolmaster
8. may 21. passenger 35. lamentation
3 9. king 22, wander 36. ¢ ity
10. here 23. interest 37. satisfactory
-
%i 11. grow 24. chocolate 38. 1illustrious
12. 1late 25. dispute 39. superstition
% 13. every 26. portion 40. affectionate
et
4
Child's name: Test date
% Examiner: Birth date
Age:
i
- D-3
i




